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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 


INTRODUCTION 


Throughout the course of preparing this Final Wilderness 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) formal and in- 
formal efforts have been made to involve the public, other 
federal agencies, state and local government agencies, 
special interest groups, and numerous individuals. Public 
input, which is required by law, has been sought at various 
stages of the process. Comments on the two Draft EISs 
were requested from various Federal, State and local 
agencies and organizations and have been taken into 
consideration in the writing of this FEIS. 


PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 


The planning process began with identification of issues 
and public concerns. Public scoping meetings were held 
for issue identification in 1984 for the Little Snake 
Resource Area and in 1986 for the White River and 
Kremmling Resource Areas. Public comment periods 
was initiated to allow all interested parties to submit 
written comments (see the discussion on the Scoping 
Process in Chapter 1). Public hearings were conducted 
in 1986 for the draft Little Snake RMP and in 1989 for the 
draft Craig District Wilderness EIS for the Kremmling 
and White River Resource Areas. Comments from these 
hearings and comments received during the comment 
period have been considered and incorporated into this 
FEIS. Transcripts from the hearings as well as written 
comments and responses have been reproduced in 
Volume II - Comments on the draft analyses and respon- 
ses. 


Soh eal Ne WITH 
OTHER PLANS 


None of the proposed alternatives are known to conflict 
with the objectives of other federal, regional, state or local 
land use plans, policies or controls for the areas involved. 


REVIEW OF THE DRAFT 


The two Draft Wilderness EISs were mailed to those 
agencies, organizations, companies, and individuals that 
expressed an interest in this EIS effort. Table 5-1 con- 
tains a listing of government agencies that received the 
draft EISs. Members of federal and state congressional 


delegations, state, county, and local officials, Craig BLM 
District Advisory Council, Craig BLM District Grazing 
Advisory Board, media, schools, and libraries, and 
numerous organizations and individuals received copies 
of the draft EISs, as well. 


RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER 
DOCUMENTS 


This document was prepared within the context of the 
BLM wilderness inventory, completed in 1980, and 
various management framework plans. The associated 
documents are described below and are referenced in the 
text. 


Wilderness Inventory Handbook - September 27, 1978. 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land 
Management. This handbook contains the policy, direc- 
tion, procedures, and guidance for conducting wilderness 
inventory on the public lands. 


Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands 
Under Wilderness Review - November 11, 1987. U.S. 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment. The Interim Management Policy describes the 
temporary management of wilderness study areas and 
applies only during the time an area is under wilderness 
review and until Congress acts on wilderness study areas. 


BLM: Initial Wilderness Inventory - Final - August 1979, 
In this report public lands administered by BLM, which 
clearly and obviously do not have wilderness charac- 
teristics, are identified. Existing information, such as 
maps and aerial photos and input received from the 
public were utilized to determine whether areas pos- 
sessed wilderness characteristics. Three criteria had to 
be met during this stage for an area to be recommended 
for intensive inventory. Each area had to be (1) at least 
5,000 acres in size or contiguous go a proposed or existing 
wilderness area, (2) roadless, and (3) substantially free 
of human imprints. 


BLM: Intensive Wilderness Inventory - Proposed 
Wilderness Study Areas - February 1980. This report 
documents the intensive inventory. In Colorado, field 
surveys were conducted, and areas were examined for 
wilderness qualities listed in the Wilderness Act: oppor- 
tunities for solitude or primitive and unconfined recrea- 
tion, naturalness, and the presence of supplemental 
values. Areas having these characteristics were identified 
as proposed wilderness study areas (WSAs). 
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Federal Agencies 


@ Forest Service 
@ Soil Conservation Service 


CHAPTER 5 


TABLE 5-1 
Government Agencies Receiving 
Final Craig District Wilderness EIS 


Minerals Management Service (Offshore) 
National Park Service 


Advisory Council on Historic Preserva- U.S. Department of the Interior 
tion 
Environmental Protection Agency @ Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission @ Bureau of Mines 
Small Business Administration @ Bureau of Reclamation 
U.S. Department of Agriculture @ Fish & Wildlife Service 
@ Agriculture Stabilization & Conservation Service @ Geological Survey 

@ 

@ 

® 


U.S. Department of Commerce 
U.S. Department of Defense 

@ Air Force 

@ Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Department of Energy 


Office of Environmental Project Review - 
Regional Environmental Officer 


@ Office of Surface Reclamation and Enforcement 
U.S. Department of Transportation 


@ Federal Highway Administration 


@ Western Area Power Administration 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 





State Agencies 


Colorado Commerce and Developm 
Division 

Colorado Department of Health 
Colorado Department of Highways 
Colorado State Historic Preservation 
fice 

Colorado Tourism Board 

Colorado Division of Mines 
Colorado Division of Parks and Out- 
door Recreation 


ent Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation Commission 


Colorado State Board of Outfitters and Guides 
Colorado Department of Labor & Employment 
Of- Colorado Department of Natural Resources 


Colorado Water Conservation Board 
Utah Division of Wildlife 
Utah Office of Planning & Budget (State Clearinghouse) 


Colorado Division of Water Resources Utah State Historic Preservation Officer 


Colorado Division of Wildlife 
Colorado State Forest Service 
Colorado Geological Survey 
Colorado Natural Areas Program 





Local Agencies and Governments 


Grand County Commissioners 


Wyoming State Planning Coordinator's office 
Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality 
Colorado Mined Land Reclamation Division 


Rifle Chamber of Commerce 


Lincoln/Uintah Association of Govern- Rio Blanco County Commissioners 
ments 
Associated Govts. of Northwest CO. Rio Blanco County Development Department 


Moffat County Commissioners 
Moffat County Planning Department 
Routt County Regional Planning 
Department 

Uintah Basin Association of Govern- 
ments 


Routt County Commissioners 
Northwest Colorado Council of Governments 
Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District 


Uintah County Commissioners 
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BLM: Intensive Wilderness Inventory - Final Wilder- 
ness Study Areas - November 1980. This document con- 
tains the same information as the Proposed Wilderness 
Study Areas report and also includes a thorough analysis 
and evaluation of public comments, along with any chan- 
ges to the WSA recommendations made as a result of 
these comments. This document represents the comple- 
tion of the wilderness inventory. 


Wilderness Study Policy - February 3, 1982. Policies, 
criteria, and guidelines for conducting wilderness studies 
on public lands are presented. Wilderness Management 
Policy - September 1981. This document describes how 
BLM will manage lands which are designated by Con- 
gress as part of the National Wilderness Preservation 
System. 


All of the wilderness related documents listed above are 
available for review at any BLM office. 
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COMMENTS ON THE CRAIG DISTRICT DRAFT WILDERNESS EIS 


AND RESPONSES TO THOSE COMMENTS 


INTRODUCTION 


This chapter contains the public comments on the Craig 
District (White River and Kremmling Resource Areas) 
Draft Wilderness Environmental Impact Statement, and 
the Bureau of Land Management’s responses to those 
comments. Where appropriate, text changes have al- 
ready been incorporated into the analysis presented in 
Volume I. 


COMMENTS AND 
RESPON ES 


Comments varied from specific concerns regarding the 
analysis to statements of opinion regarding the ap- 
propriateness of wilderness designation in general. Two 
types of responses are contained in this chapter: - 
opinions for or against wilderness designation were 
responded to with "Thank you for your comment," in these 


cases the position for or against wilderness designation 
became part of the record, but did not reflect on the 
analysis. Where comments concerned the analysis (as 
opposed to the recommendations) they have been 
responded to in more detail. 


Responses to comments made at the public hearings are 
prefaced by a letter indicating the location of the hearings 
as follows: 


D - Denver 

G - Grand Junction 
V - Vernal 

M - Meeker 

K - Kremmling 

C - Craig 


Responses to comments contained in letters are prefaced 
by the letter number. 
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ORIGINAL 


public review at the Bureau of Land Management's 
Colorado state office on Youngfield Street here in 
Lakewood, at the district offices in Craig and 
Vernal, and at the resource area offices in Meeker 
and Kremmling. 

A hearing panel has been designated to 
hear your comments tonight. They are Greg Goodenow, 
Environmental Coordinator, and Dave Cooper, Outdoor 
Recreation Planner, and John Morrone, who is now 
manning the sign-in sheet. He will also be here as 
part of the hearings panel. All three are with the 
Bureau of Land Management's Craig district office. 
The panel is here to make sure we clearly understand 
your comments. The panel or myself my ask 
clarifying questions at the end of each speaker's 
remarks, but these questions should not be 
interpreted as expressions of any pre-determined 
position. We simply want to understand the comments 
and the point that you will try to make. 

This public hearing has two objectives. 
The first is to obtain the views of the interested 
public on the actual wilderness recommendations for 
consideration by the Bureau of Land Management, the 
Secretary of the Interior, the President and the 


Congress, which is the process that these 


MR. YOUNG: I'd like to wish you good 
evening. I'm Frank Young. I'm the area manager for 
the Northeast Resource Area of the BLM here in 
Lakewood, and I'll be conducting this hearing this 
evening on the Craig District, the White River and 
Kremmling Resource Area, Draft Wilderness 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

If you've not signed in, you can do so at 
this time. The sign-up sheet is by the door up 
there, and if you'd like to speak make sure you 
check the appropriate box on the right-hand side of 
the sign-in sheets. 

The reporter for this evening is Nancy 
Lutz from Steamboat, and if you'd like to contact 
her for a copy of the transcript of the hearing 
later her phone number in Steamboat is 879-8070, and 
we'll have this number after the hearing too so you 
can pick it up later if you didn't copy it down. 

A verbatim transcript of all the testimony of 
comments received will be prepared, and a copy of 
the transcript will be published in the final EIS 
response to your comments, If you wish to have a 
copy of the transcript, you need to make your own 
arrangements with the reporter. And also, copies of 


the transcript will available for about 25 days for 


recommendations will go through. The second is to 
obtain the views and comments from the public on the 
analysis contained in the draft environmental 
statement. So you can speak to either subject or 
both at your discretion. 

This hearing is an opportunity for 
interested individuals to speak on the record. It's 
not a debate and it's not a question-and-answer 
session. So you can present your comments. The 
panel and myself can ask clarifying questions, but 
it won't be a question-and-answer session between 
the speakers and the audience. After the hearing is 
over, if you have any questions of the BLM panel, 
we'll still be around for a while after the hearing 
go you can ask us questions. 

Again, the hearing is an opportunity for 
interested individuals to speak on the record. If 
you do not wish to speak at tonight's hearing but 
would like to comment, written commente will be 
received through January 12, 1990. 

It's getting scary to say 1990. Another ten years 
it will be 2000. Written and oral comments will 
receive equal considerations. Written comments will 
be accepted here tonight or they can be sent to the 


Wilderness EIS Project Manager, Bureau of Land 
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Management, 455 Emerson Street, Craig, Colorado 
81625-1129. I'm sure that address is also in the 
draft EIS. 

MR. GOODENOW: It's in the draft, and 
it's also on the sign-in board in the back. 

MR. YOUNG: To obtain a copy of the 
draft EIS or if you have any questions regarding the 
analysis, Greg Goodenow, Dave Cooper and John 
Morrone will be available after this meeting to 
discuss specific concerns, Also, there are copies 
of the draft EIS available in’the back of the room. 

Greg Goodenow will now give a short 
presentation on the wilderness designation process 
and a summary of the analysis and the 
recommendations contained in the draft EIS. Greg. 

MR. GOODENOW: I'm the Environmental 
Coordinator for the Bureau of Land Management's 
Craig District. I'd like to share some information 
with you about the Bureau of Land Management's 
wilderness review process, BLM has developed a 
wilderness review process consisting of three 
phrases: inventory, study and reporting. 

The inventory phase involved identifying 
the public lands that contain wilderness 


characteristics as established by Congress. The 


and the Platte River Contiguous area is about 30 
acres in size. 

BLM's proposed action is to recommend the 
Bull Canyon, Willow Creek, Skull Creek and Platte 
River Contiguous WSAs as suitable for wilderness 
designation. The other WSAs are proposed as non- 
suitable for wilderness designation. 

This draft EIS replaces and supersedes the 
draft Environmental Impact Statement for the White 
River Resource Area Wilderness Planning Amendment, 
which was published in 1983, and the wilderness 
analysis in the Kremmling Resource Management Plan 
and Environmental Impact Statement, which was 
published in 1984. This analysis also serves as a 
plan amendment for land use plans covering the WSAs. 

Eight wilderness study areas in the Little 
Snake Resource Area have already been analyzed in 
the draft Wilderness Technical Supplement to the 
Little Snake Resource Management Plan and are not 
analyzed further in this draft EIS. The draft 
Wilderness Technical Supplement and this draft will, 
however, be combined to form a Craig districtwide 
final Wilderness EIS We expect to publish the final 
EIS in the spring or summer of 1990. 


Reporting is the final phase of the 


Federal Land Policy and Management Act directs the 
BLM to use the criteria given by the Congress in the 
Wilderness Act of 1964. Section 2(c) of that act 
states: "A wilderness, in contrast with those areas 
where man and his own works dominate the landscape, 
is hereby recognized as an area where the earth and 
its community of live are untrammeled by man and 
where man himself is a visitor who does not remain." 
These WSAs that have been analyzed in the EIS were 
identified in the inventory process. The inventory 
phase was completed in November of 1980, 

The study phase is the next step of the 
process. This draft environmental statement 
analyzes the environmental, social and economic 
effects of designation or non-designation as 
wilderness for each of the WSAs in the White River 
and Kremmling Resource areas of the Bureau of Land 
Management's Craig District. The WSAs are located 
in Grand, Jackson, Moffat and Rio Blanco counties 
in Colorado and Uintah County in Utah. The study 
areas are Bull Canyon, 12,297 acres, Willow Creek, 
13,368 acres, Skull Creek, 13,740 acres, Black 


Mountain, 9,932 acres, Windy Gulch, 12,274 acres and 


Oil Spring Mountain, 17,740 acres. The Troublesome 
\ 


WSA in the Kremmling Resource Area is 8,250 acres, 


wilderness review process. Upon completion of this 
study a recommendation on whether each WSA is 
suitable or nonsuitable for designation as 
wilderness in the National Wilderness Preservation 
System will be made by BLM through the Secretary of 
the Interior to the President. This recommendation 
will be contained in a wilderness study report. We 
are anticipating that a statewide reporting package 
will be submitted in 1990. The recommendation to 
the President will also include a mineral survey for 
those WSAs recommended as suitable. The survey will 
be conducted by the US Geological Survey and the 
Bureau of Mines. 

The President will then make his 
recommendation to the Congress and only Congress can 
designate the area as wilderness. Until Congress 
either designates a WSA or wilderness study area as 
wilderness or releases it for other uses, all WSAs 
will be managed under BLM's interim management 
policy and guidelines for lands under wilderness 
review. This will maintain wilderness qualities 
inherent to each WSA until the time Congress makes 
its final decision. This process is outlined in 
more detail in Chapter 1 of the draft EIS. 


MR. YOUNG: Thank you. 
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DENNIS WILLIAMS: Greg, are we allowed to 
ask questions at this time? 

MR. GOODENOW: If it's a question about 
the process. 

MR. YOUNG: Go ahead. 

DENNIS WILLIAMS: I just have eae simple 


question. I'm not clear in my mind, when you 


designate a WSA or if the area is later designated 


as wilderness, what protection does that offer that 
land? Can you be more specific on the protection 
involved? 

MR. GOODENOW: The designation as 
wilderness? 

DENNIS WILLIAMS: Uh-huh. 

MR. GOODENOW: Or the designation as a 
wilderness study area? 

DENNIS WILLIAMS: As wilderness, I guess, 
at this time. 

MR. GOODENOW: The intent of the 
Wilderness Act is to preserve the natural character, 
if you will, of the land. Can you expound on that, 
Dave, what protection the wilderness designation 
affords? We also have a copy of the actual 
wilderness manual policy, if you'd like a copy, and 


that may answer questions in far more detail than I 











microphone. Also, we have some water and some 











glasses here. If you run out of steam while you're 





speaking, feel free to take a sip there. So please 






state your name, your address and who you represent, 






if it's other than yourself. It would also be 





helpful, if you do have a copy of your comments and 





testimony, to provide them to the reporter so that 







she can have more complete notes. 


So to start out the actual comment 






period, do we have any elected officials here 







tonight who wish to speak? Seeing none, do we have 





any representatives of federal government here that 









would like to speak? Do we have any representatives 






of state government who would like to speak? How 


about any representatives of local or county 













government? Okay. They've had their chance. 





Okay, we'll start through the list of 






speakers, and the first speaker that signed was Kirk 





Cunningham, 









KIRK CUNNINGHAM: I will summarize the 









written copies, but I would like to have the written 






comments entered into the record. 


My name is Kirk Cunninghan. I live at 






1842 Canyon Boulevard, No. 204, Boulder, Colorado 





80302. 





I have visited the Bull Canyon, 8kull Creek 






DENNIS SMITH: Okay. Thank you. 

DAVID COOPER: It’s essentially the to 
allow natural processes and ecosystem to go on 
naturally without influence by man. 

MR. YOUNG: Okay. Thank you, Greg. The 
speakers tonight will be accepted in the following 
order: if there are any elected officials present, 
they can speak first, representatives of the federal 
government and representatives of the state 
government, then any representatives of county and 
local government. Then we'll go into other 
organizations and private individuals in the order 
in which you signed in so we'll go down through the 
sheets. 

Because of the number of people wishing 
to testify, a five-minute time ifeiewite be placed 
on each speaker, and we have our official Seiko 
timer here to keep track, and this is in order to 
give everybody an opportunity to speak. Individuals 
who are unable to complete their presentation will 
be given the opportunity to de so at the end of the 
hearing after we've gone through all the list of 
names. As your turn comes and I call you forward to 


speak, you can stand at the podium and use the 
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and Willow Creek WSAs at least a half dozen times, 
the first time nine years ago during or before the 
first draft EIS came out for the White River 
Resource Area and the other times on successive 
Memorial Day weekends as an outings leader for the 
Sierra Club. I have also visited the Oil Spring 
Mountain WSA at least four times and the Black 
Mountain WSA once. These ares were my first 
introduction to the canyon and high desert country 
of the Colorado Plateau and have a special place in 
my heart. 

I would like to thank the BLM for 
holding a hearing close to my home so that I can 
urge the agency to recommend to Congress the maximum 
possible wilderness acreage in the Craig district 
lands under consideration here. I'll summary some 
of the points I wanted to make. 

First of all, I think that the BLM P=—4 
should improve the style of this document. It's 
really very turgid and difficult to get through. It 
‘kind of reminded me of a repair manual, even less 


interesting. 


D-2 


Second and more important, though, is 


that the agency has not explained the rationale for 


making its decision of one recommendation over 





: 
. 








another, I think this is very important. Even 
though those rationales might not be palatable to us 
I think they should be stated. 

Secondly, I don't think -- it is M28 
evident from reading the document that the BLM does 
not have a lot of information about the public uses 
of these areas. This is unfortunate and, perhaps, 
does not give Congress all the information it needs 
to make the decision on wilderness values. 

Thirdly, an area that was left out otD-4 
the general discussion, I think deliberately, and it 
should have been included, is a discussion of the 
water right situation in the WSAs. In particular, 
both Canyon, Skull Creek and Willow Creek depend for 
their biological diversity on springs which 
originate from outside the areas and which flow 
through them. If the springs are dried up because 
of water right conflicts, this will have a severe 
impact on the wilderness characteristics of the 
area. I would urge BLM to investigate this a little 
bit more completely in the final. 

Fourth, the BLM assumes that the D=-5 
maintenance of existing conditions with respect to 
grazing management in particular constitutes the 


non-impairment of the wilderness resource. This is 


15 


recommendations: first, I support the BLM's modified 
boundary recommendation for Bull Canyon WSA. I 
think this area certainly richly deserves, 
regardless of its riparian problems, designation as 
wilderness. 

Secondly, I support in general terms the 
BLM's wilderness recommendations for Willow Creek 
and Skull Creek for the same reasons that Bull 
Canyon is, I think, deserving of wilderness. 

MR. YOUNG: Excuse me, Kirk, you've got 
about 30 seconds. 

MR. CUNNINGHAM: Okay. I do not support 
BLM's wilderness recommendations for Oil Spring 
Mountain. Despite the conflicts with oil and gas, I 
think it's still deserves wilderness, and I do not 
support the recommendations, non-wilderness 
recommendations for Black Mountain, Windy Gulch and 
Troublesome for reasons I have stated in the written 
document. Thank you. 

MR. YOUNG: Are there any clarifying 
questions from the panel of Kirk? 

MR. GOODENOW: (Indicated in the 
negative). 

MR. YOUNG: Okay. Thank you. Our next 


speaker will be Tony Merten. State your name and 


true in some cases but is not true, in my opinion, 

very emphatically, in Bull Canyon and Skull Creek. 

Both areas suffer from severe erosion problems and 

arroyo formation that is actively propagating both 

laterally and up-gradient in these areas. It is my 
opinion that these problems are caused by past and 

present poor grazing management and, in particular, 
to failure to control grazing in riparian zones and 
the failure to restore adequate vegetative cover on 
the grazing affected areas. 

In Bull Canyon in particular there is 
graphic evidence that the stream itself is cut down 
about 50 feet into the soft alluvium soil in the 
valley and is well on its way to excavating a truly 
lovely riparian forest that feeds the Bull Canyon 
water source. In short, something has to be done 
about grazing management in these areas regardless, 


whatever their eventual fate as wilderness. 


Fifthly, we need greater access, I D-6 


think, legal access to Willow Creek, Skull Creek and 
Windy Gulch and Troublesome WSAs. The document 
outlines some proposed measures, which I think are 
good, but perhaps a few more could be added, and 
these are in my written comments. 


With regard to the wilderness 


address and who you represent. 

TONY MERTEN: I'm Tony Merten. I'm at 
Box 261112 in Lakewood 80226. I represent myself. 

I agree with BLM's recommendation for wilderness 
designation for Bull Canyon, Willow Creek and the 
Platte River Contiguous. I oppose BLM's non-wilder- 
ness recommendation for Oil Spring Mountain, Black 
Mountain and Windy Gulch and Troublesome. I support 
the boundary adjustment alternative for Oil Spring 
Mountain. I support the all wilderness alternative 
for Black Mountain and Windy Gulch and Troublesome. 
Skull Creek and Willow Creek should be combined into 
one unit, I oppose BLM's advocacy of range 
improvement including chaining, roading, berming, 
stock tank construction and ask that grazing 
activities be eliminated from Bull Canyon, Skull 
Creek, Black Mountain and Windy Gulch and 
Troublesome, 

I encourage BLM to manage all wilderness 
areas primarily for wildlife and bio-diversity 
values. BLM must implement plans which protect 
riparian areas in all wilderness areas. The timber 
stands in Troublesome much remain intact. BLM must 
not sacrifice the wilderness values in Oil Spring 


Mountain for sub-marginal energy leases. 
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And, finally, BLM must incorporate into 
all plans -- excuse me, into all wilderness, each 
all wilderness action a plan to restore wilderness 
values where they have been lost to development. 
Thank you. 

MR. YOUNG: Are there any questions from 
the panel? 

MR. GOODENOW: No, thank you. 


MR. YOUNG: Thank you. Our next speaker 


will be Brad Cameron. D-11 


BRAD CAMERON: My name is Brad Cameron. 
I live at 1055 Logan, Apartment 1206, Denver, 
Colorado 80203. I'd like to start by first of all 
thanking BLM for holding the hearing here in Denver 
and giving us the opportunity to speak on these 
proposals. 

First of all, in general I would support 
wilderness for all of the proposed wilderness study 
areas. I have visited Black Mountain twice, Windy 
Gulch, Bull Canyon, Skull Creek and Willow Creek and 
will direct my comments primarily to those areas. 

In general, I have not had that much experience in 
northwestern Colorado until journeying up to visit 
these areas. I was very much impressed by the 


outstanding qualities that they all possessed. The 


19 


areas. I would encourage BLM to go ahead and start 
making a resource analysis as far as water and water 
rights in the vicinity. Most of the areas are 
certainly not what you would characterize head 
waters and having lands and springs upstream from 
them are quite high up. There's not an awful lot of 
land above them. It should not be too terribly 
difficult to figure out what's upstream from them 
and perhaps try to get some documentation as to the 
water rights of resources that would be a potential 
water right conflict. It's clearly going to be 
something that Congress will want to look at before 
they designate anything. 

And finally, I'd like to support ae 
options that are being explored as far as acquiring 
of the in-holdings. There's a 320-acre in-holding 
in Bull Canyon, which certainly should be acquired, 
and then there are state periphery lands around Bull 
Canyon that would greatly add to the wilderness 
area. Also, I understand there are mineral in- 
holdings in either Skull or Willow Creek. I'm not 
quite sure which. I would encourage BLM to explore 
the possibilities for acquiring those. 

In general, I would just like to sum up 


that I would support wilderness for all of the D=-15 
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country is open. It lends itself to cross-country 
travel outside the realms of following trails, which 
I think is a unique wilderness experience that in 
general the public has yet to fully come and 
appreciate. Given its wide-open character, it is 
very conducive to that, to exploration and, in 


general, getting away from it all, much moreso than 


| the more typical experience the general public has 


in the higher mountain wilderness areas. 

Access to these all these areas except 
the Windy Gulch site I think could be PR a Mit Ir 
They are all close to major highways, areas that 
would lend themselves to very short hikes in that 
would not require owning a four-wheel-drive vehicle. 
Again, this is something that many of the high- 
mountain wilderness areas do not lend themselves to. 

As Kirk Cunningham did mention, there 


are certainly improvements that would be needed to 


increase access but, in general, the close proximity 


| to major highways make them something that could be 


avery great wilderness resource. 

I would also join in Kirk's tereOais 
regarding water. I think it's painfully obvious 
that that is probably going to be one of the key 


issues in any debate regarding designation of these 


proposed areas. I commend BLM for the 
recommendation for designation for Bull Canyon, 
Skull Creek and Willow Creek. From what I have 
seen, Black Mountain and Windy Gulch certainly 
deserve wilderness designation also. Do you have 
any questions? 

MR. GOODENOW: No. Thank you. 

MR. YOUNG: Thank you. Our next speake 
will be Bill Pheiffer. If I mispronounce anyone's 
name, I apologize. 

BILL PHEIFFER: Hi. I'm Bill Pheiffer, 
310 Hidden Valley Koad, Colorado Springs 80919. 

A year ago up in Craig I was pleasantly 
surprised to mest the first BLM person I'd ever even 
seen, and we kidded them all at that CEC meeting, 
and I also understood then that they had started 
wearing their new uniforms, which to me was a great 
idea, and then this spring I had another pleasant 
surprise when I showed up with the Sierra Club to 
hike back into Bull Canyon and Willow Creek, and 
Dave was there. And then tonight's the third nice 
surprise for me to be able to come up here and be 
able to speak to you BLM people because I have been 
a native Coloradoan, bern and raised in Durango. 


I think I spent the majority of my life in pinon 
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country. In fact, I'd like to have a dollar for 
ever pinon that I found myself on these things. 
So I'd like to just simply say to you people at BLM, 
I really appreciate what you're now having to do, I 
guess, because I know before you've probably gotten 
all of the noise and racket from the ranchers, the 
miners and the forest people, and I know you have to 
have -- the job has to be just touch as the dickens. 
So my mein job here is to let you know that there 
are just a hell of a lot of us in Colorado that 
believe in wilderness and that we certainly think 
that an awful lot of the lands that you people 
manage are really a tremendous part of this great 
state of ours, and I had the most pleasant hike that 
I think I've had in a long time, as I said, this 
spring into Willow Creek and Bull Canyon and, gee, 
these are magnificent, and we gave Dave bad time 
because of the cattle, what happened back in there, 
and I think when he got through he probably was 
wondering whether he should have gone on that hike 
with us or not. 

But seriously, I support every bit of 
the wilderness you can possibly give us, and I think 
that we're willing to help you and all of the things 


that we can to make your job easier because I think, 
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thank the BLM for recommending four wilderness areas 


in the Craig district of northwestern Colorado for 
wilderness designation and, of course, I refer to 
what's been mentioned here already Bull Canyon, 
Willow Creek, Skull Creek and Platte River 
Contiguous, which is north of Walden. 

However, it seems to me that additional 
areas in the same region definitely should be D-18 
designated as wilderness in the BLM's wilderness 
recommendations to Congress because they are so 
naturally and so beautifully as they are kept as 
wilderness. I refer to the following three WSAs, 
which have also been mentioned: O11 Spring Mountain 
with 17,000-plue acres located southwest of Rangely. 
This landscape-dominated mountain is really an 
island of wilderness surrounding by natural gas 
fields. If not protected as wilderness and allowed 
to be invaded for oil and gas development itw unique 
wilderness qualities will certainly be lost for 
generations to come if not much longer than that. 
Who knows what development follows an initial 
development? As @ Coe hold, it can just keep on 
expanding like a growth. 

And the second area that I refer to that 


I feel ought to be definitely included is 





and I hope that you're getting direction from 
Washington that's, hey, it’s not a complete ball 
game today like it was yesterday. It's a new ball 
game. So I wanted to thank you very much for the 
opportunity to come here and talk to you. 

MR. YOUNG: Any questions? Thank you 
very much, Bill. Our next speaker will be Lawrence 
Currier. 

LAWRENCE CURRIER: Currier. Sorry my 
signature wasn't more clear. 

MR. YOUNG: You have the floor, sir. 

LAWRENCE CURRIER: My name is Lawrence 
Currier and I live at 1555 East Lake Place in 
Littleton 80121. I am appearing before you as a 
member of a somewhat small segment of our population 
that seems to show much interest in wilderness, and 
that is the senior citizens. Because I’m 73, and 
I've been hiking, camping and climbing, cross-~ 
country skiing throughout Colorado since I first 
came here in 1958, and I'm still doing most of it, 
and I am very, very warm in my feelings about the 
beauty of Colorado, and that beauty rests as much as 
anything upon its natural endowment of an if 
incomparable wilderness scenery. 


So with those things said I want to : 
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Troublesome, 8000 acres located north of Kremmling. 4 
If this spectacular wilderness area is subject to 
the BLM‘s preferred management plan it is certain 
that off-road motorized vehicle use would explode | 
and could increase from ten user days per year to 1 
ten times that, 1000 user days per year, and that | 
would sort of trammel that area to uselessness for 
anything except off-road vehicles. 
And the third is Black Mountain, 9900 
acres, and Windy Guich, 12,000-plus acres located 
west of Meeker. Finally, I recommend that the BLM 
join the Skull Creek and the Willow Creek WSAs into 
a single, common wilderness area. This would be 
logical because a road that once joined them is no 
longer used and has naturally returned to a virtual 
state of wilderness itself. 
Now, these are the recommendations I 
strong make. I deeply feel and believe that the 
designation of all of these areas as wilderness 
would be the highest, best and most appropriate use 
of all of them. I would also like to say that I 
think we need to think about wilderness sensitively 
and deeply as not only areas of great beauty and 
great recreation. They're also areas for many 


people of very great recreation. They have really 
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spiritual value, and when areas like this are used 
for other developmental kinds of things or motorized 
or mechanized kinds of things, there's a dispelation 
of the spiritual quality which cannot be regained. 
And it's often been said that wilderness once lost 
is gone forever, and I know that may sound trite, 
but it’s very true. It is. The wilderness depends 
upon a continuation of its long legacy of growth and 


development as a part of a world natural order. 


And wilderness also has real economic Pj=49 


value, We so often hear, well, we have to develop 
this for economic reasons. Well, you can leave it 
for economic reasons too because people come to 
wildernesses, and they come to Colorado to use them 
and enjoy them, and when they're here they spend 
money and they help our economy. And so I just 
wanted to say this laudatory statement about my real 
joy about wilderness. 

MR. YOUNG: Any questions? 

MR. GOODENOW: No. Thank you. 

MR. YOUNG: Thank you. Our next person 
signed up to speak is Mr. Dennis Williams. 

DENNIS WILLIAMS: My name is Dennis 
Williams. I reside at 2927 Champa Street, Denver, 


Colorado 80205. 
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percent reduced of its original flows. So a major 
dam like Two Forks would turn the Platte River just 
about into dust, but yet we're told to be 
reasonable, Denver's got to grow. 

We are living in a time of the most 
rapid die-off of species in our planet's history. 
Extinctions are occurring at a rate that's truly 
unimaginable and unforgivable. Scientists tell us 
that by the year 2000 we may be losing 100 species 
per day to extinction. That's about four species 
per hour, but people tell us that we. have to be 
reasonable. But we know one thing. We know the 
best way to preserve bio-diversity and the best way 
to preserve species is to preserve wilderness. It's 
the cheapest, It's the most cost effective. After 
all, it's already there. All we have to do is leave 
it alone. It's real easy. D- 

So I would like to propose to the sae 
that not only they include the areas, the WSAs they 
have designated but to include Oil Spring Mountain, 
Troublesome, Black Mountain. In fact, any other 
area they'd like to throw in, I'd like to have it. 

I would also like to see some oticPe21 
protection for these areas. I understand that thes 


areas are designated wilderness study areas, that 


Environmentalists are asked to 
compromise a lot. People tell us we have to be 
reasonable, that we have to give in, that there are 
whole lots of dams, shopping centers, roads, marinas 
and other worthwhile economic activities that we 
have to give into and compromise. That's not doing 
very well for our country, I don't think. The 
ancient forests in the Pacific northwest, they're 95 
percent gone, but the loggers up there, they're 
quibbling over the last five percent, and they tell 
us to be reasonable. The wetlands in this country, 
since 1900 we have lost at least 50 percent of our 
wetlands. Some states like California have lost 95 
percent of their wetlands, and by no coincidence 
California has lot 90 percent of its duck and water- 
fowl population. The Everglades, we go there now 
and we're quite amazed at the bird populations thet 
we do see, but old-timers tell us that waterfowl 
populations in the Everglades are down 90 percent. 
Again, people are telling us to be reasonable. They 
need more marinas down there in the Everglades. 

Here in Denver we recently had a dam 
that we hope is defeated and gone, but that dam 
would have dammed up the Platte River and the 


Audubon Society say the Platte River is already 80 
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hopefully someday they will be wilderness areas, but 
as I read these documents I still read that, gee, 
mining is allowed in these areas. Cattle grazing is 
allowed in these areas. I'm not sure what is 
precluded. I guess 7-11is and King Soopers can't get 
in, but I'd like to see more protection. If 
wilderness is defined as an area that is untrammeled 
by man, it sure as hell ought to be untrammeled by 
man's cows. Cows, as you know, are not a native 
species to the west. They're an introduced species, 
They're what we call an exotic species, and as many 
exotic species that are introduced in an area that 
they've never been before, they can cause an 
incredible amount of damage, and that's the case 
that's happening in all areas that are being grazed 
-- or many areas, I should say, that are being 
grazed, especially in the sensitive areas here in 
the WSAs. Cattle do several things that's 
detrimental to the land. First of all, they like to 
be near water. All of us do. So as they graze near 
the water's edge in these beautiful riparian areas 
they destroy habitat that should be there for 
wilderness and for wildlife. The trample down the 
stream bed. They silt up the stream and, in fact, 


if they're allowed to over-graze next to a strean, 
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they can in fact change a stream so drastically that 
they will cause entire fish populations to become 
extinct because they can no longer breed and 
reproduce successfully. 

MR. YOUNG: Excuse me, Dennis. I'11 
give you about 30 more seconds, half a minute. 

DENNIS WILLIAMS: In short, I'd like to 
see more wilderness, but I'd also like to see better 
protection of the wilderness that we have. I would 
encourage the BLM to seriously consider reducing or 
prohibiting cattle grazing in all wilderness areas, 
study areas and certainly, where possible, to 
prohibit off-road vehicles, mining and other 
activities that would damage these beautiful 
sensitive areas. Thank you. 

MR. YOUNG: Any questions? 

MR. GOODENOW: (Indicated in the 
negative) D-22 

MR. YOUNG: Thank you. The next speaker 
signed up is Jeannette Currier. 

JEANNETTE CURRIER: I'm Jeannette 
Currier, 1555 East Lake Place, Littleton 80121. 
I have already written a letter and stated my 
eagerness to have you set aside some additional 


land, Oil Spring Mountain at Rangely, Troublesome at 
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address is 1380 Lawrence Street, Denver 80204. 

I appreciate the BLM coming to the Denver area to 
let those of us who have a strong concern for these 
areas have the opportunity to speak. I've been 
impressed with the skill and dedication shown by the 
BLM in expanding their historic areas of concern. I 
think most people have heard how BLM has 
historically spent their time, and I think most 
people are aware that Colorado probably has more BLM 
lands that are in poor or only fair condition. I'm 
very pleased to see them becoming concerned about 
wilderness and at least indicating that they're 
going to be doing an outstanding job of protecting 
that resource. I also look forward to the BLM 
having the maximum available acreage to show their 
skill in managing and protecting the wilderness 
qualities of these lands. 

Now, normally I'd oppose management of 
wilderness areas. One of the things that to me is 
special about wilderness is that it's not managed, 
that natural forces are working naturally there. 
About the only management that I personally feel 
comfortable with is limiting the visitations where 
needed where humans are over-using the wilderness 


resource. My feeling is that the humans are an 
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Kremmling, Black Mountain and Windy Gulch at Meeker. 

My background in this is not just hiking 
and enjoying wilderness. I wish I could get there 
before I get to crotchy. I've got to try those, but 
I do want to see as much as possible. What my 
background is in the environmental line is open 
space and preserving open space. So my heart is 
really in this. I was the head of the now defunct 
Colorado Open Space Council Foundation which has 
been absorbed by the Trust for Public Land now, and 
we had some land near there that they have under 
stewardship, and so I became rather interested in 
that part of the country, but I am very anxious to 
see some additional land added to these that you 
have fortunately set aside for wilderness status, 
and I hope you can convince Congress that this is 
important. Thank you. 

MR. YOUNG: Thank you. Are there any 
questions? 

MR. GOODENOW: (Indicated in the 
negative) 

MR. YOUNG: Okay. Our next speaker will 
be Don Thompson. i 

DON THOMPSON: Thank you for the | 


opportunity to speak. My name is Don Thompson. My 14 
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exotic species in wilderness, to an extent, and that 

they should be, consequently, limited, but I would 

strongly support management in these WSAs to restore 

the portions of the area where wilderness values 1) 

have impaired. I would echo the previous speakers | 

who have asked that grazing be limited and that the 

management practices in protecting the WSAs be 

strengthened so that these areas are not only 

protected in their existing condition but that those 

areas which may be very borderline wilderness 

quality be brought up to wilderness quality. D-24 
I have had the delightful experience of 

recreating in Bull Canyon and I thoroughly enjoyed 

it. I would assume that Willow Creek, Skull Creek 

are equally worthy of wilderness protection, and I 


also, of course, agree that a previous road should 


‘not be a limiting factor from joining the two areas 


and making them a single wilderness area. I have 


not been into oil spring mountain. I did haveD=-25 


someone who was familiar with the area, though, 
point it out to me from a distance, and even 
understand its conflicts I would like to see it 
protected. I've hiked in the National Forest areas 
near Troublesome, have not been in the Troublesome 


WSA. If 4t has anything near the qualities of the 


6-12 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


i9 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 


25 


33 


Arapahoe Forest Troublesome area I feel it extremely 
worthy of wilderness protection. I would assume 
that it backs up to those Forest Service lands, and 
a combination of them would make an extremely 
attractive wilderness area. 

As previous speakers also have said, we 
are currently looking at the few small percent of 
remaining lands which are worthy of wilderness. 
Consequently, I'm interested in seeing as much of 
them protected as possible. If, conceivably, we 
made the wrong decision and protected some lands 
that really should not have been wilderness, that is 
a much easier problem to correct than the other 
problem of not protecting areas which should have 
been. Thank you very much. 

MR. YOUNG: Any questions? 

MR. GOODENOW: (Indicated in the 
negative) 


MR. YOUNG: Thank you. The next speaker 


that signed up was Rocky Smith. D-26 


ROCKY SMITH: Hi. I'm Rocky Smith. I 
live at 1030 Pearl in Denver 80203. I appreciate 
this opportunity to give my views on BLM wilderness. 
I'm glad that BLM was able to hold a hearing in 


Denver so some of us who enjoy these areas but can't 
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that you proposed and recommend the Skull Creek and 
Willow Creek areas, but I think these areas ought to 
be recommended as a combined unit. As I understand 
it -- I haven't been there, but people who have tell 
me that the road between them is primarily 
overgrown. 

What parts aren't overgrown could be ripped and 
reseeded with hand tools and people just walking in 
on foot. You don't need any mechanized equipment, 
and this could be a combined wilderness area, and 
there's no reason to have that road between them. 

I have been in the Troublesome area. I 
hied in there this summer and I was very pleaseaD-28 
with what I saw. It's a very rugged, almost 
untouched area. You could see very little evidence 
of any human use. There are some spectacular rock 
outcroppings and beautiful forests and beautiful 
riparian areas, and I really think that this area 
should be recommended for wilderness designation. 

It is contiguous to the Forest Service area known 
Troublesome. The Forest Service refused to 
recommend this area for wilderness, and when they 
tried to to in there to dig it up for timber 
production a mere 1100 letters were generated 


opposing it, just a mere 1100. And this area being 
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get up to Craig on a weekday night have a chance to 
give our views. 

I'd like to talk a little bit about 
wilderness in general as some of the other speakers 
have. We have a wilderness system in this state. 
It's incomplete, but it serves us well; however, 
it's mostly high-elevation, so-called rock and ice 
wilderness, and hopefully more will be added to thi 
system, some special areas like the San Grada 
Cristos, but the BLM has a special responsibility t 
manage its lands in a natural state because the BLM 
primarily controls lower elevation lands, most of 
which have been developed. It's very easy to get 
into something at 7- or 8000 feet as opposed to 
something at 13,000 feet, and the lower elevation 
lands often have special features not found in the 
rock and ice wilderness such as cultural and 
historical values, unique flora and fauna and, 
therefore, I feel that the BLM really has to do its 
best to preserve what little undeveloped area is 
left in the state and, therefore, I approve of the 
BLM's proposed recommendations for wilderness for 
Bull Canyon and for the Platte River Contiguous 
area, that little, tiny chunk of land up in the 


D-27 


northern part of the state. I'm also glad to see 


contiguous, it kind of forms one eco-system, sort 
of, and I think it should be recommended for 
wilderness. D=-29 
I'm kind of troubled to see that the BLM 
gives no real reason for not recommending the Black 
Mountain and Windy Gulch areas for wilderness. Just 
glancing through the EIS, as I did today and tonight 
here, I see that both areas have some pretty 
interesting characteristics. Both have no likely 
mineral development, even though there are a few 
leases. There are a few stock ponds in Black 
Mountain, but they appear on the edges, and as the 
EIS says, they do not really greatly affect the 
naturalness of the area. Both areas have pretty 
important deer and elk winter range, and I see no 
reason why these areas should not be preserved. 
Remember, there aren't many low elevation areas left 
in their natural state. These two are and they 
should be recommended, I feel. D-30 
And the last one is Oil Spring Mountain. 
This appears to be one last bastion of naturalness, 
an area surrounded by mostly gas development and 
some oil development, but as the EIS says, this are 
wetill remains pretty much in its natural state, and 


there are some very important values: deer and elk 





critical winter range, some unique forests and 
topography and some excellent views of distant 
mountains and forests, and also I've been told that 
this area, the unitized agreement that seems to be 
the reason the BLM doesn't want to recommend it is 
held together by a non-producing well, and the BLM 
should really investigate this and find out if there 
is going to be production and, if not, promptly 
recommend this area for wilderness. 

Remember, the BLM has a responsibility 
for future generations. We've got to get away from 
this idea that all our public lands are for short- 
term profit only. They're also for long-term 
preservation, and I think ae have to take a stand 
that the areas not now developed should not be. 
Thank you. 

MR. YOUNG: Any questions of Rocky? 

MR. GOODENOW: No. Thank you. 

MR. YOUNG; Thank you. The next speaker 
to sign up to speak is Hal Wentz. 

HAL WENTZ: My name is Hal ye Ono) 
live at 12072 East Maple Avenue, Aurora, Colorado 
80012. I work for the Forest Service in the 
summertime as a wilderness ranger in the Mount 


Zirkel wilderness, and one of the big problems we 
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statements of the facts and figures and whatever the 
sources may be for those, but when I look at these 
types of recommendations and recommend to my 
organization, which is the Sierra Club in Colorado, 
on the conservation chair. We have about 11,000 
members in the state. And we try to say here are 
these things and we should support them, put all of 
our effort here, not so much effort there, or 
whatever we do, we need information that will tell 
us why you're making Phools types of value judgments, 
and I don't find that type of information in this 
draft statement. I'd like to recommend that you 
include that in the final statement when it comes 
out so that we have an opportunity to use that both 
in making our own judgments and in taking whatever 
action in pushing for designation later on. 

In particular, I think that the issue 
that needs to be addressed is water rights. I D-33 
recognize your interest in avoiding an attempt to 
describe the water rights involved and the entire 
history. I think, though, that you can address that 
issue by telling Congress, forwarding your 
recommendations with information about what specific 
types of rights are upstream, downstream, what 


things might be available there. The conclusionary 
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have is probably a love for the wilderness that's 
actually hurting it. People are, it's over-used, 
and there's too much use in the area. I feel like 
the additional acres that the BLM is offering can 
maybe relieve some of that pressure in northern 
Colorado, and so I feel that all the WSAs should be 
designated as wilderness. 

MR. YOUNG: Thank you. The next speaker 
it Tony Trumbly. 

TONY TRUMBLY: Thank you. My name is 
Tony Trumbly. I'm at post office -- well, I don't 
live at Post Office Box 38. Sometime I think so. 
My address is Post Office Box 38 in Evergreen 80439, 
and certainly, even if I don't live in the post 
office box, my gas budget appreciates you being here 
instead of me being up there. 

I'll be submitting some written comments 


on this, but I wanted to this evening address a 


couple of things in looking through the draft D-32 


statement that concerned me. One of the things tha 
did concern me, having looked at many of these 
statements over the years, is that I don't see an 
expression of the rationale for the choices that yo 
have made in your recommendations. Certainly, ther 


are the criteria in the beginning. There are 
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statements in the introduction to this statement I 
don't think provide enough information given the 
volatility of that issue. 

As far as specific areas, I wanted to 
address maybe the value judgments that I do 22-34 
being made. On Troublesome it seems to me that 
we've got an area here where there's really not much 
competition for wilderness designation. What 
competition there is is timber harvesting and 
motorized recreation. From our point of view, 
timber harvesting in this state and throughout the 
west has been an subsidized industry. We believe 
it's time for those subsidies to end, that both as 


taxpayers paying those subsidies and as recreational 





users of wilderness, it's time to stop losing 
wilderness to a subsidized industry. We'd like you 
to consider that when you make your recommendations. 
We also believe that there is enough 
motorized recreational space in Colorado, In other 
wilderness hearings I've heard advocates for 
motorized recreation express the viewpoint they are 
very concerned they don't have places to go, and I 
find it very difficult to believe that anyone with a 
four-wheel-drive can't find more than enough places 


in Colorado to drive around. 
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The other areas that I was concerned 
about as far as your specific analysis were Black 
Mountain and Windy Gulch. Again, I don't find 
conflicting interests with wilderness designation 
here in the statement. Maybe some minor 

' 
improvements in range production, gains that I don't 
believe would be worth the loss of the wilderness 
values involved in the area. In fact, hunting use 
on the parcels would even increase. I think this 
was on Windy Gulch under the all wilderness 
alternative compared to the no wilderness 
alternative. It seems to me that, especially for 
those, the best choice for all people concerned is 
the wilderness alternative. As I said, I'll be 


D-35 


submitting written comments. Thank you for coming 


down. 
YOUNG: Are there any questions of 
the panel? 
GOODENOW: (Indicated in the 
negative) 
MR. YOUNG: Thank you. Our next speaker 
will be Charles Rhyne. 
CHARLES £&. RHYNE: My name is Charles 
Ryhne. I reside at 6743 Flower Street, Arvada, 


Colorado 80004, and I‘m in a distinct majority 


somebody else said that the studies indicate that 
timbering is subsidized. I believe the Forest 
Service tries to get some value out of it, as I 
understand, in the Rocky Mountain area by amortizing 
their road cost over 235 years, something of that 
sort. I just can fathom that there's anything 
economically viable in the timber there. 

As for the grazing, the value of the 
grazing it to have the cattle break our fences and 
get into our valley and eat our natural grasses, an 
they mess it up terribly, and it's one of our major 
problems. We believe the status quo is the proper 
determination for that property, but as I say, you 
know, of the three bad situations perhaps the 
wilderness is the least objectionable of all, but 
there are a number of people involved. This is the 
prime area. Right now the hikers and people are 
really coming into it. There are tremendously steep 
cliffs, and the roadway, if you want to call it 
that. It's a rugged four-wheel-drive five- or six- 
mile road. That's the path that everyone takes. 

It comes down to our fence. Nobody pays any 
attention to fences, and may times of the year 
there's nobody there. We find our cabins broken 


into, and I said the trash is left everywhere. It's 
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(sic). I happen to be a landowner in an in-holding 
of 625 acres that's been cherished into the 
Troublesome wilderness study area. That land was 
homesteaded, I believe, in 1920. Our group acquired 
it in 1973. We have eight cabins in there. The 
eight families that own it, I haven't counted how 
many children, but there's probably 30 or so people 
involved. It takes a three-day weekend with 20 
people working to clean up the trash and the mess in 
there every spring from the people that are coming 
in now. This is a mile and three-quarters of the 
stream. It is the prime grassland of that whole 
area. This is right, as you see, in the lower area, 
but it is really in the heart of it. 

You've given us three choices: baa, D-36 
worse and terrible. We don't particularly like any 
of them, frankly. As I said, I‘m in a minority: here 
tonight.. Probably the wilderness designation is the 
lease undesirable, if that's a proper way of saying 
it, of all three. The timbering in there where 
you're talking about timbering 368 acres and burning 
off 600 acres, in the past 17 years with my four 
children and wife, I've walked that whole area, and 
I can't fathom there's anything in there that's of 


commercial value for timbering, and I acknowledge 
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just a terrible mess, and we recognize the rights of 
the people in the state, and people in the country 
to use the wilderness areas. We believe in this 
instance that this is not truly wilderness because 
of the ownership and the use of that property, and 
it's just an invitation of other people to encroach 
upon our investment, which is substantial in there 
with the eight of us and che six cabins and, as I 
mentioned, the investment was made back in 1973. 
Property values haven't gone up a lot, but they've 
gone up some, and we're a little selfish of our 
rights, and I hope you'll take this one person's 
statement to you with everyone on the other side, 
and I thank you. 

MR. YOUNG: Any questions? 

MR. MORRONE: I have a question. You 
said there's quite a bit of debris you find in the 
spring. Do you have any idea what's the origin of 
that? 

MR. RHYME: We haven't traced it. We 
haven't set any traps. There's too much land to 
work at it, but if I had to guess I would say it's 
mostly the hunters, and we do find the hunters 
coming down -- I happen to be an elk hunter myself 


with my three sons, and they come down in the middle 
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of the night lost, totally lost, stumbling around, 
and we have to help them get their way out. But 
they leave beers cane. They build fires everywhere. 
They leave garbage. They don't bury it. It's just 
@ mess every year. Thank you. 

MR. YOUNG: Thank you, Our next speaker 
will be Paul Zogg. 

PAUL ZOGG: Hi, I'm Paul Zogg D-38 
representing the Colorado Wildlife Federation, 1560 
Broadway, Suite 765, Denver 80202. I'il be brief 
tonight. I just want to say as a general matter our 
organization believes the designation of additional 
wilderness areas is critical in the effort to save 
wildlife habitat. We believe that continuing 
development pressures around the state threaten many 
of these areas. They also threaten the habitat and 
the wildlife that use them. 

Just this weekend our board resolved to 
support the BLM in its decision to recommend 
wilderness for the Bull Canyon, Willow Creek, Skull 
Creek and Platte River Continuous areas. We also 
resolved to urge you to reconsider your decisions 
not to recommend the four other areas: the Oil 
Spring Mountain area, the Troublesome area, Black 


Mountain area and Windy Gulch areas. We will 
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lived here eleven years. I am a life member of the 
Wilderness Society and I joined in 1971, which now- 
adays is a significant period of time. I've seen 


since I joined the Wilderness Society just 


incredible losses to development: pavement and 


d@rilling and mining and so forth, just about 
everywhere I go. Colorado, unlike where I used to 
live back east in Ohio, has an incredible, 
renewable, multiple-use resource called recreation,[j= 9 
and it doesn't take a lot, and with this in mind I'd 
like to recommend that the BLM in fact not only 
include all of the areas that could be considered 
but develop internal policies of manpower and 
funding to reverse areas that could be reversed 
through artificial means to put them as close to 
wilderness areas as we possibly can, and it should 
be an ongoing policy that starts as soon as possible 
and is written into the law in such a way that it 
doesn't havs to be renewed every five years. Thank 
you. 
YOUNG: Are there any questions from 

the panel? 

MR. GOODENOW: No. Thank you. 

MR. YOUNG: Thank you, Mr. Marsh. It's 


about 6:30. I think for the comfort for the 
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provide you more detailed comments and have our west 
slope representative speak to you in Meeker. Thanks 
very much. 

MR. YOUNG: Any questions. 

MR. GOODENOW: No. 

MR. YOUNG: Thank you. Our next speaker 
will be Greg Marsh. 

GREG MARSH: My name is Greg Marsh and I 
appreciate the opportunity to speak tonight. I live 
at 7700 West 6ist Avenue in Arvada, Colorado, No. 
Lae I've only lived here for eleven years, I live 
here by choice. In 1967 I made a major trip to 
Alaska via the Yukon Territory and the Northwest 
Territories. What I saw driving for 4000 
consecutive miles without seeing an operating 
electrical traffic device and 2000 miles without 
seeing any hard surfacing of any kind, it left a 
long impression in my mind that I'll never lose. 
Since then I've traveled in Africa, Europe, 
Scandinavia, England, Scotland and Wales 
extensively, and in spite of those other incredible 
journeys into areas which are just the opposite of 
wilderness for the most part, the trip to Alaska 
remains undiminished, its effect on me. 


I live in Colorado by choice. I've only 


assembly we will take a ten-minute recess and 
reconvene, by my watch, at 8:40. 
(Short break taken) 

MR. YOUNG: I'd like to reconvene the 
hearing, and I'll return to the list of people 
signed up to apeak. Our next speaker signed up is 
Mike Figgs. 


MIKE FIGGS: My name is Mike Figgs. I 
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live at 2635 Mapleton, No. 77, in Boulder soso 


I'd like to thank the BLM for having a hearing 
tonight here reasonably close to where I live. I 
have spent time in the Bull Canyon, Willow Creek and 
Skull Creek wilderness study areas, particularly 
quite a bit of time in the Willow Creek. I've 
covered probably half of the drainages in that area. 
The first time I went into Willow crD At 
I came off of Buck Water Ridge and out over the top 
of the Weber sandstone cliffs, and I began thinking 
maybe I was in southeastern Utah somewhere. It's a 
truly spectacular area and has much of that same 
slip rock feel to it. My wife and I spent quite a 
bit of time in there viewing wildlife. We saw 
golden eagles and prairie falcons and a number of 
nests in both there and Skull Creek. We had elk 


come through. It was the first time I'd seen elk i 
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the pinon/juniper area so that was a first, and sage 
grouse, 

One other interesting thing that we've 
done is we went up to Skull Creek rim way over on 
the east and looked back over the Skull Creek basin, 
which is one of the most spectacular views I‘ve seen 
in northwestern Colorado. It was very difficult 
trying to find a way up there, but we finally did. 
But it really impressed me with the beauty of the 
area and its own sort of unique brand of beauty 
being pinon, juniper and sagebrush area, and also 
offset by the unique geological features of the 
uplift there. 

So I'm very much in favor of the D-42 
wilderness designations for that area and support 
your proposal for Bull Canyon. I would recommend 


that you combine Willow Creek and Skull Creek. The 


access off of Highway 40 to Skull Creek and wie 43 


Creek certainly could use some improvement. I don' 
know if I'd want to go so far as to say to put a 
great big sign out there on the highway. The 
problem that we have had is we know there are roads 
and we kind of start down them, and we're not 
certain if they're private or public roads, and 


there's sometimes "No Trespassing” signs, and 


this, down 20 feet or so, and there's no water, 
there's no trees, there's nothing. There's just a 
lot of sagebrush in there. So it looks like there's 
some problems there getting out of hand. 

I very much have become attached to this 
area and I plan to go back almost every year now, 
and I certainly encourage you to proceed with the 
wilderness designation. I'll have comments on the 
other areas as soon as I have more time to study the 
EIs. Thank you. 

MR. YOUNG: Are there any questions from 
the panel? 

MR. GOODENOW: (Indicated in the 
negative) 

MR. YOUNG: Thank you. Our next speaker 
will be Roz McClellen. 

ROZ McCLELLEN: My name is Roz D-46 
McClellen. I live at 483 Marine in Tree Hagger 
Haven, Boulder, Colorado 80302, and I'm really 
pleased to see that we've gone past the days when 
George Franis, the BLM state director in '82, could 
fly over Willow Creek, Skull Creek and Bull Canyon 
and dismiss them as just pieces of -- what did he 
say? -- empty sagebrush, and the detail that the 


BLM has given to those very exquisite is very 
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sometimes they're on the fence and you don't know it 
that means to go behind the fence or not, you're not 
supposed to there, that type of thing. We've had a 
lot of problems trying to get in to the Skull Creek 
area sround the Martin Gap area and the state land 
board section that's in there, and I finally found a 
very convoluted way to get into Willow Creek just 
west of Blue Mountain. I kind of went up the first 
hogback there and got into a little gully and they 
we were able to cross some private land to get back 
in. It's difficult with my wife with me. She's not 
quite as gung-ho as I am about crossing private land 
or going down roads with “No Trespassing” signs on 
them, and that could use some help there. 


D-44 


didn't even go into Windy Gulch because we had the 


| same problem. We just couldn't figure out how to do 


it. 

In the Willow Creek area I think youP}=-4 
might want Ap give some consideration to modifying 
some of the grazing practices. We were in a -- it's 
an unnamed tributary west of Bull Draw, and as you 
come down out of the more rugged areas and down some 
of the flats there's some very, very deep gullies, 
and farther up there's water and cottonwoods in the 


creek, and you get farther down and it's just like 
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gratifying, and the fact that you recommended then 
is, to me, really worthy of their qualities. Having 
hiked in them I can attest to their very outstanding 
wilderness qualities. There's a tremendous range of 
extremes and variety between textures, temperatures, 
light and dark, up and down, colors, geologic 
strata, the close vistas, the far vistas, and it's a 
very exciting, stimulating place to hike in. 

If you could close off that road, we 
could have an extended hike that would go from D-47 
west side of Bull Canyon all the way to the east 
side of Skull Creek that would be, I don't know, 
maybe a four- to six-day real wilderness type of 
hiking experience because these areas, unlike some 
of the overused Forest Service wilderness areas, 
really offer the kind of wilderness experience that 
I think our ancestors, the pioneers, experienced in 
terms of orientation, trackless waste, trying to 
find your way around, bushwhacking. It's an 
entirely different thing than trudging up a trail 
with lots of other wilderness hikers with you. So 
those are very great areas, and I'm really pleased 
to see the two included as they were before. D 48 
I'm really disappointed that you didn't 


recommend Windy Gulch and Black Mountain and Oil 
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Springs. We got rid of the majority of the 
arguments that you used in ‘82, which is that they 
had oil and gas leases, and so now we're basically 
down to just two arguments to exclude them. I'm now 
just talking about Windy Gulch and Black Mountain, 
which I don't really think outweigh their values as 
wilderness. It seemed to me the only two arguments 
is that you wanted to increase the AUMs by 200 in 
Windy Guich and 100 in Black Mountain by doing range 
improvements, and I guess I'm wondering why those 
range improvements haven't been done before the WSA 
designation when economic conditions were more 
favorable and whether that's really something that's 
@ pressing need. The other reason that I could find 
from lots of reading was that it improves the 
efficiency and cost effectiveness of the operating 
the allotments inside the areas and, again, it's 
also said that the ranchers can't get in there with 
no roads. So I don't see those as overwhelming 
reasons to not designate those areas. 

I guess what I think those are stacked u 
against is the opportunity to actually protect an 
area that is truly a natural area, and in the 
Wilderness Act naturalness is expressed in negative 


terms where you were supposed to look at areas that 
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percent of that taken away. So I think, as someone 
said earlier, the compromise has already been made, 
and I'm dismayed to see in particular that you use 
the argument that these areas do not have 
outstanding opportunities for solitude and primitive 
and unconfined recreation in a, “quote,” reasonable 
context, and I think that's ignoring the fact that 
Windy Gulch and Black Mountain are the last roadless 
areas in the basin. By definition, they are 
completely unique, and they have very outstanding 
opportunities for solitude and primitive and 
unconfined recreation if they are in fact the last 
roadless areas in that whole region. So I think 
that's inconsistent, and I’m confused as to why 
you're using that as a reason to exclude them. I 
mean if you were to go nationally or even globally, 
those kinds of roadless, completely natural areas 
are not -- are definitely unique and outstanding. 

If you were in India you would think they were 
extremely outstanding and unique, if you were in 
Nepal, if you were in South America. These areas 
are very unique even though they may seem like all 
the rest of the somewhat sort of unscenic Beene 
things, and I'm just wondering whether you're using 


some kind of bias and introducing subtly 
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were substantially free of human imprints and 

that stuff about free of noticeable imprints, 

then that -- that was in 1964 when the vast 
knowledge and understanding of the importance 
biological diversity was not as well known as it is 
today, and I think if the Wilderness Act had been 
written today it wouldn't have expressed wilderness 
in negative terms as far as humans not being there. 


There would have been a much greater definition of 


the importance of biological diversity in nativen4 


Plant and animal species, which is what there areas 
have, and I really don’t think you're acknowledging 
the importance of that and the rareness of it in the 
world today, particularly considering that those -- 
I think all your wilderness areas constitute only 
five percent of the entire acreage of the resource 
area, if White River Resource Area. 

Secondly, all of BLM-proposed 
wilderness, 750,000 acres -- I can't remember the 
exact amount -~- is only one percent of Colorado's 
land mass, and we had more originally in the 
inventory. We had 1.3 million acres. That was 
taken down to 750,000, and now in the process of 
wilderness designations we're seeing some kind of 


triage happening where we're seeing 50 to 40 to 60 


supplemental values like scenery or wildlife or 
something as a way to exclude those -- as a way to 
define what constitutes primitive and unconfined 
recreational opportunities. 

MR. YOUNG: Excuse me, Roz, you're about 
30 seconds. 

ROZ McCLELLEN: Okay. Well, I was going 
to talk a little bit about a bias I see towards 
Management, that somehow making watersheds better, 
less salinity and less sedimentation is better 
through mechanical means, that creating real forages 
for deer through range improvements and, in other 
words, sort of recreating the natural landscape is 
in some way superior to letting it be what it is in 
fact itself. We don't have hardly any benchmark 
areas where we can see how natural processes operate 
left to themselves, and I think you're tremendously 
underrating the importance of those areas. So my 
final message -- I have lots of other things, but my 
message is that I think in today's age wilderness is 
actually in. And I would encourage you to aay Las 
from the tradition of whatever's going on in the 
Colorado BLM where we seem to get no more than 50 
percent of the acreages and actually take ea bold 


step and recommend your entire WSA acreage in the 
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White River area, not to mention Troublesome as 
well. Thank you. 

MR. YOUNG: Any questions of Roz? Thank 
you. It's always interesting to have Roz testify. 
I was the hearings officer for the last round of 
hearings four or five years ago, and keep up the 
good work, Roz. Our next speaker signed up is David 
Mastronarde. 

DAVID MASTRONARDE; My name is David 


Mastronarde. I live at 2400 Forest in Boulder. I 


know we're on a Boulder roll here. Thank you ‘5 52 


the opportunity to speak here tonight. I'm in favor 
of designating all of the wilderness study areas as 
wilderness. We have such a large proportion of our 
land open to development and exploitation now, and 
it's especially important to preserve the small 
fraction that's left in their natural state, and 
that's what these lands represent, and their value 
to the state can only increase if we protect them. 
The population will continue to increase. People 
will want the opportunities provided by these lands 
more and more in the future. 

I‘m concerned that there's an argument 
that there isn't much demand for these areas as 


wilderness now if they're not receiving much 
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rather arid areas, and it's important to preserve an 
adequate flow of water into these areas in order to 
preserve their character. So I think the BLM needs 
to address the issue of what kind of threats there 
are to the water supply and how those can be 
resolved in the Environmental Impact Statement. 
Thank you. 

MR. YOUNG: Are there any questions? 

MR. GOODENOW: {Indicated in the 
negative) 

MR. YOUNG: Thank you. 

Greg, as a point of 
interest, I think there are a few people looking at 
maps on the wall. 

MR. GOODENOW: If you're interested, 
there's also a surface ownership status on the back 
of them, on the reverse side of each board. Except 
that one. It's on the back of one of them. 

MR. YOUNG: Okay, we've noted that 
several of the maps have ownership patents on the 
reverse side, 

MR. GOODENOW: There's an ownership 
pattern for all the WSAs somewhere on one of those. 

MR. YOUNG: Thank you, Greg. Our next 


speaker Norm Mullen. 
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recreational use right now, but the fact is they do 
have the scenic values and the opportunities for 
solitude that one expects to find in the wilderness, 
and I think that once they're designated as wilder- 
ness and adequate legal access is worked out and 
they start to appear on maps as wilderness, people 
are going to want to come to these places, people 
who have realized the values of this kind of 
wilderness in the desert country, that have realized 
that it's hard to find solitude in some of the 
standard established areas these days. They're 
going to come to places that they see on a map as 
designated wilderness and say I wonder what that's 


like. 


My wife and I have visited the Bull Pj/=53} 
; 


Canyon and Skull Creek sreas and we, of course, 
support your recommendation of wilderness for these 
areas. I urge you to adopt the joint alternative 
for combining the Skull Creek and Willow Creek areas} 
into one wilderness, and I support your proposals to 
acquire the state and private lands that are in or 
near these areas. 

Now, one of the special things about 
Both of these areas is the very rich habitats along 


the stream beds in the midst of these otherwise 
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NORM MULLEN: Hello. My name is Norm 
Mullen. I reside at 732 Grant Street in Louisville, 


Colorado 80027. I thank the BLM for the opportunity 
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] 
to speak tonight. if 
I wanted to support all the Crees 


that remains in the Craig district for protection. 
Specifically, I wanted to recommend that Willow D=5 | 


is 
| 
| 
| 


Skull Creek jointly be made a wilderness. I support] | 
| 


state section, inclusion of the state section on the] | 


north side of Willow Creek. I support expanding | 


along the southeast portion of Willow Creek. I 5 
support acquiring private mineral lands, estates, | 
excuse me, on the northeast corner of Willow. I | 
oppose the conflict resolution joint alternative, 
which would lop off 2400 acres. I don't think we 
need a chain of road or do more oil exploration | 
inside an area that qualifies for wilderness. We || 
don't have enough left, as has been pointed out. 

In Skull Creek I support making the 
state sections north and south of the area hI 
wilderness, and I believe the state has agreed to } 
that if the federal government will work out land | 
trades. I support acquiring access to Martin Gap. 
I oppose the conflict resolution alternative. If | 


Support acquiring the private mineral estates in the | 
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northwest section of Skull Creek. 

Oil Spring Mountain, which has not been 
recommended is my understanding, is an island in the 
sea of oil development, I believe it's been called, 
and I think it's real important for biological 
diversity and to contract what has already been 
happening in that area. I oppose the mountain 
wilderness alternative and support the wilderness 
boundary adjustment alternative. I support adding 
the land along the Missouri Creek on the southwest 
side. I believe it was DOW land. 

For Black Mountain and Windy Gulch I 
oppose the mountain wilderness alternative and 
support wilderness, the all wilderness alternative. 
I think this area has marginal conflict and should 
be wilderness. The only area that I've been to that 
we've talking about tonight is the Troublesome area. 
In 1979 I helped do a study of the Forest Service 
and Bureau of Land Management area, and people who 
aren't familiar with it should know that there's a 
large, something on the order of 70,000 acre 
wilderness up there. It straddles the Rabbit Ears 
Divide for quite a ways and is a very enjoyable 
Place with a lot of timbered slopes that has been 


noted subject to proposed timber sales right now, 


Normally people start off by talking 
about what's right. I'm going to start off with 
what I think is wrong with this and then get to the 
good stuff. First of all, the areas that were WSAs, 
are WSAs but were not recommended for wilderness, 
Oil Spring Mountain, and I have a report compiled. 

I would like to put that in the official record. Do 
I submit that to you? Okay, I'll bring these all 
over together. I've got a ton of these. The next 
one is Troublesome, and that's an area that my 
partner and I studied this summer and we in there in 
fact with John, and I think John will attest to some 
fabulous geology, and it's just an incredible area, 
a beautiful area of aspen and evergreen and really 
unusual for the Forest Service or for the BLM. It 
seems like a typical Forest Service area, something 
like you would think the BLM would really want to 
hold onto. 8 

And, let's see, one thing I BOTS 
note -- I don't know if this was in the official 
report we have, but when we were in that area it 
seems to me that the private in-holding, the fence 
on the north boundary is about half a mile too far. 
It's on public land. I think that might be a good 


thing to investigate. 
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and it's a really fine area that I urge the BLM to 
protect in conjunction with the Forest Service. I 
think that's about it. Thank you. 

MR. YOUNG: Are there any questions from 
the panel? 

MR. GOODENOW: (Indicated in the 
negative) 

MR. YOUNG: Thank you. Our next speaker 
will be Kurt Menning. 

KURT MENNING: My name is Kurt Menning, 
and I'm the director of the University of Colorado 
Wilderness Study Group. Our address is Box 207, 
Boulder, Colorado 80309. And this is our 20th year 
coming up here, and we've had a long history of 
working in the Craig district, and so I'm happy to 
have -- I guess I'm a good contrast today in that 
everybody else is bringing words and I'm bringing 
lots of paper, and I'm going to present a bunch of 
reports that we've compiled over the years with 
particular interest in the Craig district. 

This summer my partner and I, Roger 
Flynn, who will be speaking in a few minutes, went 
out and actually did a month of research in the 
Craig district of the BLM in some various areas. 


I'll get into those in a moment. 
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Let's see, and I think that the 
Troublesome area is really, really beautiful. It's 
fantastic. Roger and I really fell in love with it, 
and we think that would be really wonderful to 
combine that as wilderness area with the Forest 
Service, but even if the Forest Service doesn't, it 
definitely deserves wilderness status. So also 
we're recommending Troublesome. Roger will be 
submitted a report on that. 

Then two other areas that I've been in 
personally, Black Mountain and Windy Gulch, and we 
visited those in May, and they both have what 
appears to be fairly minimal impacts. They appear 
to be pretty primitive areas with only a few waves 
in them, and so we definitely recommend including 
both of those as wilderness, and I‘ve got two more 
reports of the wilderness state that was compiled 
over the years on those areas recommending them as 
wilderness and having the specific details of the 


ecology, geology and human interests. 


D-60 


In addition, there's something that I'd 


like to open up here that I doubt anyone is going t 
talk about, and thet is this is the Craig district 
-- we're only talking about the two resource areas, 


the White River and Kremmling. I'd like to talk in 
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addition about the Little Snake Resource Area, and 
just in the sense that we also researched that this 
summer and found some incredibly beautiful areas 
that have been overlooked. They were inventoried in 
the 1980 process and then were dropped for no good 
reason. The common excuse was that they were small 
and had lack of cover, significant cover, and we 
went into those areas and found that to be obviously 
not true. They were just beautiful wilderness 
areas. 

The first area is what we call the 
Vermillion Basin, and it is composed of two 
different inventory areas, the Irish Canyon area and 
the Douglas Draw area, which we combined in our 
proposal and tripled the size on because of the 
minimal impacts. It's just an incredible area up 
north of Dinosaur. Another area is the Yampa, along 
the Yampa River, which I'll submit as well. Another 
area up there that our group studied several years 
ago was the Vermillion Bluffs, and I will submit 
another detailed proposal and inventory of our 
interest in that area. 

And yet again, right next to that area 
is the west Cold Springs proposed wilderness, which 


was dropped in the inventory process as well, I 


that's half in the White River and half in the 
Little Snake, and Roger will talk more about that. 
I'd like all of this to be part of the official 
record just to make that official, and thank you for 
the four recommendations for Bull Canyon, Willow 
Creek, Skull Creek and the Platte River Contiguous 
area, and like everyone else has said, we'd like the 
Willow Creek and Skull Creek to be combined. 

And my last thing I'd like to say is 
that 98.6 percent of the lower 48 states is not 
protected as wilderness, and I don't see how we 
possibly not protect possibly more than we can. 

So, thanks. Any questions? 

MR. YOUNG: Are there any questions 
the panel? 

MR. COOPER: Thanks for your detailed 
reports. 

MR. MENNING: Sure. 

MR. YOUNG: Our next signed-up speaker 
is Marty Walter. 

MARTY WALTER: My name is Marty Walter. 
My post office box is 2381, Boulder, Colorado 
80306. I'd just as soon not give my address out if 
I don't have to. You can ask the FBI, probably. 


Is it possible to have this admitted 


believe, and so we would like those all to be 
considered because one thing that Roz brought up 
that I thought was really a good point is that, 
particularly in the Craig district, if you look at 
the history of the wilderness there was a tremendous 
amount that was inventory and then dropped, much 
moreso than in any other district in the state, and 
we were told from various sources that that was 
largely due to Flyover Baker. And some of these 
areas are really spectacular and deserve further 
consideration, and that's why I'm raising them at 
this point. 

In fact, I will point out, and it's in 
my report that I compiled, but in the consideration 
of the Irish Canyon and the Douglas Draw areas, the 
two areas that were inventoried overlapped in one 
section, probably about half a square mile overlaps, 


and also the two areas were separated with no 


distinct difference, natural, geologic or artificial 


between the two areas. So we really don't think 
that the inventory process was done at all carefully 
and definitely warrants reconsideration. 
MR. YOUNG: Kurt, you've got 30 seconds. 
MR. FLYNN: Okay. Thank you. The last 


area that we're concerned about is Pinon Ridge, and 


into the record? I'd just as soon have it, if I 
can. I pass this out at every hearing that I go to. 
It's a picture of the USA at night. Oh, by the way, 
I have two roles tonight. I'll try to make it as 
brief as possible. I'm representing the Union Peak 
-- I'm on the executive committee of Union Peak 
branch of the Sierra Club and, also, I want to speak 
for myself and some of my other friends who don't 
quite fit into the Sierra Club and their way of 
doing things. 

The USA at night, just for the benefit 
of the audience, okay. Once you look at this 
picture you're either going to have one reaction or 
the other: gee, I love cities and the city lights; 
or, God, we've got to protect every inch, every 
square inch or square centimeter of wilderness that 
we have left or anything that remotely approximates 
it, and I just want to say that Kurt Cunningham 
(sic), I've had the privilege of reading some of his 
comments and detailed analyses that's he made of the 
draft Environmental Impact Statement and some of the 
comments he's made about the areas he's visited. I 
want to second those comments and try to be brief 
here. 


I'd also like to second the comments of 
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anybody that speaks for the Wilderness Study Group 
from the University of Colorado. This is a process 
of attrition. I'm getting more radical as I get 
older, and it's because I just see more and more 
areas get trashed and disappear. Every time we go 
around we lose, we lose, we lose some more, and this 
four percent of the lower 48 that we could protect 
as wilderness right now and, as Curt mentioned, 98.6 
percent is not protected. Se when you start talking 


about extremism, who's the extremist in this, Man? 


Okay? I mean, you know, I'm a mathematician by 


trade, and to me 98.6 is a lot larger than 100 minus 
98.6, and it's a lot larger than four. 

Okay. Who is interested in forests of 
the three of you? Forests. 

{Mr. Goodenow raised his hand) 

Okay, if you're going to deal with 
Troublesome, I‘d like to give you The Forest Voice. 
It's a recent publication by some folks here 
concerned about forests. I guess I'll go pn Be Oe 
the litany here of the Slerra Club part of the 
testimony. We thank you for Buil Canyon, Willow 
Creek, Skull Creek and Platte River Contiguous. 


We hope that Willow Creek and Skull Creek can be 


combined, and please save Oil Spring Mountain and 


what I would characterize as good ole boys back 
there who don't want to see any mor@ roads, and 
there's a possible:coalition building here between 
some folks like me and some good ole boys. because I 
don't want to see any more roads in there either. 
And just for the record, I support the 
folks who tree sat at Bowen Gulch. That's a forest 
area, in case you never heard of it. I support the 
folks who locked themselves to the gates and 
prevented Mr. Winter from getting out of the logging 
area. He's a logger up there. He was held up for 
three hours, I support these people because, and I 
count myself as one of them because they don't use 
violence. Okay, no violence is used, nothing lick 
Louisiana-Pacific has racked across this land. 
They're not terrorists, as they've been called. 
They abide by all laws except very minor ones like 
locking themselves to a gate, risking their necks, 
okay, their lives, okay, to preserve something they 
believe in, and I, myself have to be slightly more 
conservation, you know, because I'm a little older 
and that sort of thing, and I have a job that, you 


know, I don't have a sympathetic employer who, you 


know, because all these guys are self-employed as 


carpenters and stuff iike that and they can hide out 
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Troublesome, Black Mountain and Windy Gulch. 
Please, please. 


MR. GOODENOW: Do you want this in the 


MARTY WALTER: Sure, but I would also 
like you to read it. Okay. 

MR. GOODENOW: We'll read it. 

MARTY WALTER: So, you know, give a lot 
of consideration to the water rights issue and fight 
for wilderness water rights as much as you can, if 
you can find yourself to do that. That ends the 
Sierra Club part of the testimony. 

Now, the part that is nearest and 
dearest to my heart is the following. Okay, just 
because Oil Spring Mountain is an island in a sea 
destruction I think it, that enhances the reasons 
why we should preserve it. Black Mountain, Windy 
Gulch, I haven't been there, but the people that 
have have reported to me that it's a fine area. 
These are what are left after a process of 
attrition. So we should save all of these and more 
that haven't been mentioned. 

Let's get down to Troublesome now. 
Troublesome has some timber in it, and I'm glad I 


came to this meeting tonight because I met some, 








better than I can. I'm a fairly visible person. 






So I have to do things legally, but I was involved 






with organizing, along with City Councilman Kenny 






John Spitzer (ph.), a protest on the capital steps 






for Bowen Gulch. 





MR. YOUNG: Marty, you've got about half 





a minute. 






MARTY WALTER: Okay. That's all right. 






I understand. I work for the government also. And 






just mention that Troublesome will have a new 


meaning for you if you go in there. No more roads 






in Troublesome, and you'll see me again and a lot of 






my friends if you try to put a road in there. 






MR. YOUNG: Are there any questions of 





Marty? 







MR. GOODENOW: No. 


MR. YOUNG: Our next signed-up speaker 






is Roger Flynn. 





ROGER FLYNN: Well, Marty, I definitely 






second that emotion. That's for sure. 






My name is Roger Flynn. I represent the 






University of Colorado Environmental Law Society. 





We have about 75 members. We're very much concerned 






with the way the environmental laws are used in this 






country, and we saupreciats the BLM's efforts to 
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manage the Wilderness Act, It's the best act we 
have so far. We're going to, hopefully, when we get 
out change it and make it better and, hopefully, 
make it the bottom of the ladder instead of the top 
of the environmental laws. 

I'd like to thank the BLM for D-63 
recommending the wilderness study areas that they 
have including, hopefully, the combined Willow 
Creek, Skull Creek areas, and I would encourage the 
designation of for all wilderness for the Oil 
Spring, Black Mountain, Windy Gulch and Troublesome, 
and I remember I was with Dave and some other 
members of the CEC and the Sierra Club in Black 
Mountain, Windy Guich in a very vicious May hail 
storm that soaked me to the bone, but it was 
definitely worth it, and that area is worth it no 
matter how soaked you get. D 64 

And as Kurt mentioned, I'm also a member 
of the Wilderness Study Group, and I worked on the 
summer project with Kurt this summer, and one of the 
areas that I would like to submit a formal proposal 
to is the Pinon Ridge area that was originally a WS 
that was dropped by the BLM in their 1979-80 
wilderness study recommendations. It is a beautiful 


area, especially the top of the ridge. The vistas 


alternative. 

Another aspect of the Troublesome area 
regarding to his concern about use, the access to 
the area can be reached from the Forest Service 
lands to the north, There is logging roads on the 
north that you can get into the Troublesome drainage 
without any impact to the general area, and this 
should minimize some of his concerns. Also, as a 
personal matter, when you designate something 
wilderness there is usually a higher standard of use 
that people are not going to be trashing some area 
that they know is wilderness. Hopefully, they won't 
be trashing any area, even if it's a concrete 
highway, but wilderness area specifically seems to 


lend a higher standard of use that will minimize 


any impacta that users can use, D-65 


I'm against the no wilderness proposal 
for the Troublesome as outlined in the current 
recommendation. It is against the overall goals of 
the Wilderness Act of 1964. Substantial impacts 
will result on recreation and water quality, 
especially the protection of the overall Rabbit Ears 
and Troublesome Creek drainages. Wildlife will be 
substantially impacted and especially the riparian 


zone, which is so unique to BLM lande in this area, 
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to the west and the east are really tremendous. I 
can remember being at once thrilled at the sunset 
over the ridge and then scared the daylights when we 
were caught up there, as we shouldn't been, being 
backpackers for a few years, in a vicious thunder 
storm, but it was, again, worth it. These areas are 
worth it no matter what the costs are to save them. 
I would like to concentrate my efforts 
on the Troublesome area. That is where Kurt and I 
had done our approximately two-week study on, and I 
would like to submit the formal Troublesome proposal 
from the Wilderness Study Group for the record. 
One comment I would like to make to the private 
landowner, Mr. Rhyne, who was here. I was glad to 
meet him. You had come up in the county and state | 


records that I had researched, and he talked about 




















his investment opportunities, and wilderness 






preservation increases local property values. 


Timbering certainly will not increase his value. If 









he ever wants to sell that in the future, if he sees 





a clear-cut or a muddied stream, not many people are | 





going to want to buy that. If they see a beautiful 









meadow, which he is so highly proud of now, you will 







see why wilderness preservation increases property 


values much more than any other possible 
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and it's about the only place in this area that I've 





seen beavers. If you can imagine beavers on BLM 








land, and they do exist in the Troublesome area. 





And looking at the proposed timber cuts in this areaj || 





was right where we saw the beaver cuts, and we do 













have slides and pictures to document these areas 


that we are thinking of putting into the record 






before January 12th. So beavers and BLM land, I 







mean that's a reason all by itself to get 


wilderness. 







In short, all of these qualities of 









wilderness will be adversely impacted by the no all 






wilderness proposal. The proposal that we have done 


by the Wilderness Study Group as part of a intensive 







two-week field investigation, we feel that the area 






should receive full wilderness designations in full 






compliance with the Wilderness Act, naturalness, not 






only outstanding opportunities for solitude and 


almost limitless 









primitive, unconfined recreation, 








opportunities. This area is some of the best areas 






in Colorado. I just happened to read the no 





wilderness proposal saying, we have enough 





well, 










areas. Well, we don‘t have enough BLM areas, and I 









know that the BLM is a little reluctant to include 





since the Forest Service doesn't want 





this in with, 
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it, but our optimum goal is to combine this with the 
Forest Service, but if we can't, this area is 
manageable by itself. It deserves designation by 
itself and, you know, if the BLM will lead, the 
Forest Service will follow. The BLM I know over the 
years has been underfunded and undermanaged from 
Congress, and this is an opportunity to make a 
little statement saying, we stand for preservation 
of wilderness values, and Troublesome is the place 
to make that statement, I think. 

MR. YOUNG: Roger, half a minute. 

ROGER FLYNN: Okay, good, because I 
started running out there, losing steam. One 
further aspect of the boundaries, I think you should 
increase the boundaries south of Charlie Creek for 
Troublesome. The way, dividing the area -- the, 
quote, "way," which is just an eroded rut that, has 
no significant impact and will be naturally 
reclaimed. So we should increase the boundaries as 
outlined in the Troublesome wilderess proposal that 
will be part of the record, and just as a side note, 
there are no resource, mineral or grazing conflicts. 
There are grazing conflicts, but that will be 
allowed. That's a minor impact compared to there 


are no mineral or other conflicts in this area, and 


719 


water rights of the wilderness study areas, improve 


range management to improve the ground cover as 
there is some damage in the area from over grazing, 
protect the maximum acreage under consideration, 
obtain all mineral rights that can be obtained in 
the area. 

In general, I support protecting as much 
of the last remaining wild areas in Colorado and in 
the United States as wilderness. As Marty mentioned 
earlier, only four percent of the land in the lower 
48 states has not been heavily impacted by man so 
far. The last wild land is disappearing at an 
accelerated rate due to the demands of an increasing 
and an increasingly consumptive population, human 
population, that is. We're crowding the other 
populations out. We need to preserve areas of all 
types of eco-systems. So that's why I'm glad that 
the Bureau of Land Management is trying to protect 
these areas that aren't the high mountain wilderness 
that has sagebrush, what some people would call 
desert and so forth. We need all types of 
eco-systems protected, and the areas need to be 
complete and the necessary components of their eco- 
system and large enough to be biologically viable. 


I think for generations to come that 
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they should not hamper any wilderness designation. 
Thank you very much, and I also appreciate, again, 
the opportunity to speak and have it so close 
because finals are coming up and law school's a 
bitch. 

MR. YOUNG: Are there any questions from 
the panel? 

MR. GOODENOW: No. Thanks for your 
detailed report. 

MR. YOUNG: Thank you, Roger. Okay, are 
next speaker will be Leslie Bracewell. 

LESLIE BRACEWELL: My name is Leslie 
Bracewell. My address is P.O. Box 18793, Boulder, 
Colorado 80308. I'm an active member of the Indian 
Peaks Group of the Sierra Club. I'm also active in 
trying to save the Bowen Gulch bowl growth forest 
from logging. I'm here representing myself tonight. 

First, I'd like to thank the Bureau of 
Land Management for recommending Bull Canyon, Willo 
Creek, Skull Creek and the Platte River Contiguous 
for wilderness designation. I support the 


wilderness designations. I would also like to D-67 


encourage the BLM to join the Skull Creek and aa | 


Creek wilderness study areas into one proposed D-68 


wilderness area. I also ask the BLM to protect the 


people need to be able to see all variety of eco- 
system that's in the North American continent. 
Therefore, I'd like to ask the BLM to reconsider Oil 
Spring Mountain, Black Mountain, Windy Gulch, 
Troublesome and also the areas mentioned by the 
Wilderness Study Group for wilderness designation. 

I spent a day and a half hiking in the Oil 
Spring Mountain. I came in, I believe it was from 
the east side, and Kurt said, "We've got to get up 
early and get going to see this mountain,” and I 
looked, and it looked like a little hill, and I 
thought, "No problem." It just looks like sagebrush 
and dry. 

You climb up and you reach fir and 
spruce and other varieties of trees, meadows. We 
saw a bear track, grouse, hawks, a lot of shed deer 
antlers, elk tracks, evidence of wild horses, just 
an incredible variety of wildlife in the area and an 
incredible variety of the flora too there. It's 
like an oasis. Also in the area is oak scrub and 
mountain mahogany, which is not commonly found in 
protected areas. The area has oil and gas right 69 
but the work that's already been done indicates that 
there's really very little oil or gas to be obtained 
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there. I believe that the wildlife and wilderness 
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is much more valuable in that area. O11 Spring 
Mountain also contains the only large black bear 
concentration in the region and also numerous 
petroglyphs, so a special area as well. 

MR. YOUNG: Leslie, you've got about 30 
seconds, 

LESLIE BRACEWELL: Okay. Windy Gulch 
and Black Mountain are the only two large, wild, 
roadless areas left in the Piceance Basin and are 
needed as refuges for wildlife displaced by 
projected oil field development. Windy Gulch 
supports mountain lion and a resident population of 
Elk. Black Mountain provides severe winter range 
for mule deer. I support the all wilderness 
alternative for the Troublesome area with its 
acquisition of access. Thank you. 

MR. YOUNG: Are there any questions? 

MR. GOODENOW: (Indicated in the 
negative) 

MR. YOUNG: Okay. Thank you, Leslie. 

speaker will be Kirk Koepsel. 

KIRK KOEPSEL: I have quite a few 
comments so I'm going to probably talk fairly 
quickly, but I wanted to make some first overall -- 


give you some overall impressions I've had. I've 
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D-71 


I would recommend that you include the 
state lands as outlined in one of the alternatives 
in the plan. I alse think you need to take the 
boundary to the top of K-point ridge on the north 
side. This is a more logical boundary following 
topographic features. The small two-track way, 
which is now the northern boundary, the amount of 
vehicle traffic on that is minimal, and I'd 
recommend taking it up to the top of the ridge. 

You also need to address water rignto 2 
there. Water does enter from above, and it would b 
helpful to see some discussion of that in the E&IS. 
Also, the EIS is wrong with the grazing impacte in 


that area, and there are severe problems with D-73 


grazing in the Bull Canyon area, and that need to | 


be better addressed. D-74 

Skull Creek and Willow Creek, I visited 
these areas twice also and am impressed by the Skul 
Creek anaclimb, the slick rock canyons, once again, 
and also the cultural sites in Skull Creek are just 
incredible, and saw grainary when we were in there 
the last time. These areas need to be joined into 
one unit. The road is in disrepair that once 


separated the areas, and BLM -- I think this is ver 


interesting -- has roceived wilderness funding to 


been very impressed with the number of people that 
have actually stated they've actually been in one or 
more of these areas. I think that's great that 
people here in the Denver area have actually been in 
these areas. I think a good three-quarters of the 
people stated that they had been in at least one of 
these areas. 

I think another thing to take into 
consideration before I make the comments is only ten 
percent of BLM's lands are currently a wilderness 
study area status, and the BLM so far is has only 
recommended five percent of those lands. If you 
contrast that with the National Forest Service, 15 
percent of their lands are already designated 
wilderness. 

I've also been very impressed, Frank, 
with... God, what was I going to say? Never mind. 
Let's move right on to Bull Canyon. I visited this 
area twice. I'm very impressed with the slick rock 
canyons there, and one of the most amazing features 
of the area is the incredible amounts of quicksand 
in that area. I think -- I thought most people who 
have been on the trip have been most impressed with 
the quicksand in there and how you have to just kind 


of jump around, keep going down the canyon there. 


revegetate this road so why isn't the road 
recommended for wilderness if you have funding out 
of the wilderness budget to revegetate this road? I 
mean I think it only makes sense that the road is 
then included within the wilderness boundary. D-75 
Also, we have the state lands then with 
these areas as outiined in your plan. The other 
interesting thing about Skull Creek would be to 
include in, if possible, the Skull Creek rim. I 
know there's some private land separating those. < 
talked to the landowner of Skull Creek Estates. 
He's interested in looking at possibly selling land 
to the BLM, and I think you should take a look at 
what an expanded wilderness boundary would be like 
taking it to the top of the rim there. Water right 
and grazing also need to be looked at here. 


Another area that's real important is 


D-76 | 


the inventory unit for Willow Creek, on the western 
end of Willow Creek extended down into the flat 
areas there, our wilderness proposal that we made 
includes much of this flat area, and I think you 
need to take another look at these lands over on th 
west side of Willow Creek to determine if they need 
the wilderness characteristics of that area. 


On O11 Spring Mountain, an incredible 
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area that goes from Douglas fir to aspen to oak 
brush and sagebrush steps. It's an amazing area. 
The geological features in there are also 
incredible. There's pinnacle rocks. There's 
natural bridges, slick rock canyon. It's just en 
absolutely amazing area, and it's completely 
surrounded by development. I think some of the D-77 
boundary issues that you failed to look at here wes 
removing the Cherry Stem access road to a dry hole 
that goes in there. There is absolutely no reason 
that that Cherry Stem was left out of your expanded 
wilderness alternative. The road receives very 
minimal use and, really, you need to include that i 
with the NOW lands that have now been transferred t 
the BLM and look at that as an expanded wilderness 
boundary. 

The oil and gas development in tner78 
there's a lot -- I know there's a few shut-in wells 
there, and if BLM would declare these wells 
abandoned you'd clear up the leasing situation inna 
time flat and let's just get those leases out of 
there and make the area wilderness. One other 


concern I have is the BLM has to start realizing D=7 


that there is an illegal wild horse population in | 


there and needs to bring that under control. Those 
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and we think that you need to take a closer look at 
some of those inventory units such as Pinon Canyon, 
the Yampa River Canyon, Vermillion Bluffs and Basin 
and additions to West Cold Springs area. I think 
all those warrant additional consideration, and in 
the final EIS I think you should be looking eat all 
those areas. Thank you. 


MR. YOUNG: Are there any questions of 


MR. GOODENOW: (Indicated in the 
negative) 

MR. YOUNG: Okay. Thank you. The next 
speaker signed up is David Robertson. 

DAVID ROBERTSON: My name is Dave 
Robertson, 1001 Pine in Boulder 80302. I'm the 
State Conservation Committee chairman for the 
Colorado Mountain Club, a group of about 7000 people 
that follow particularly forest planning in great 
detail, and like Marty Walter, I'm going to wear two 
hats tonight, one of the mountain club, which really 
recommends making a clean sweep of these study ereas 
as wilderness. I think I would, in addition, 
suggest, after reading this, that perhaps those 
making the decision should do a recalibration trip, 


and I would suggest maybe three weeks in Brooklyn 


are not hooved -~ they're actually wild horses. 

MR. YOUNG: Kirk, 30 seconds. 

KIRK KOEPSEL: Okay. Black MountaiD 80 
we'd like to see that area recommended. We think 
you should close the Smith Gulch Cherry Stemmed road 
there. There's no reason to keep that in. There 
should be an expanded wilderness boundary that looks 
at that. 

Combining this -- well, the two areaz, 
Windy Gulch and Black Mountain together with a trail 
linkage at the Monument Rock area could be made into 
a wonderful, multi-day wilderness experience, and 
there's only a pipeline that separates the two areas 
with a slight, a not well-used road at all, and I 
would recommend both those areas be combined 
together. There's also a private in-holding in 
Windy Gulch that I think you need to look at adding 
in. Troublesome should also be recommended. It's a 
great area. I think the important thing is it can 
be managed. It is a manageable unit without D-81 
adjacent Forest Service lands. The BLM needs to 
recognize that and recommend it for wilderness. 

We support your Platte River adjacent 
area recommendations and would also -- there were 


major problems with the inventory when it was done, 


followed by a week in Disneyland, and then come back 
and look and feel recalibrated for wilderness 
evaluation. That's an aside. 

I do think it's easy, living in 
Colorado, to get somewhat jaded by our Alpine 
environment on the one hand, and by the linear 
programming models on the other to see what values 
are in these areas, and many people have spoken of 
the particular values perhaps more eloquently than I 
an. I would have liked to have seen a couple of 
souls in the document, and there's none of that. 

I think, my personal opinion is I used 
to own 200 acres in the southern end of that in- 
holding in the Troublesome and sold it to the group 
that Charlie Rhyne is part of when we needed to send 
our kids to college. So I'm very intimately 
familiar with the whole Troublesome area, and we had 
it for many years and were reluctant to get rid of 
it. So I'm going to speak principally of the 
Troublesome and give you written comments on the 
other. 

x strongly feel that the EM aa tm: P: 
represents everything that should be in a wilderness 
area, and I think the important thing, and I think 


I'm the first one to mention it tonight, is that 
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you're all-wilderness proposal, while good, I think 
has an entirely unnecessary addition of roading 
access to it. I think it's very easy to lose sight 
of the purpose of wilderness, and when the 
Wilderness Act says, "Man is only to be a visitor,” 
somehow that's gotten perverted into the notion that 
the quality of the wilderness can be measured by the 
amount of recreational use, and I think there's a 
confusion there of wilderness areas and parks that 
is quite evidence in your document. So I think that 
the values of bio-diversity and the wilderness 
values that this area so richly has will best be 
served by not making it a high access park, and if 
you think back, the reason that that area has the 
values that it now has is that for various reasons 
the access to it had been substantially cut off for 
years and years. That's why it's good so let's not 
screw it up trying to make it better. 

Within your proposal, and I'll seco) OS 
the comments of people that found fault with the EIS 
in that it gave no rationale for the choices, and I 
found that as well. In the summary, again, on the 
Troublesome, only the wilderness alternative avoids 
the adverse effects.. Everything else had adverse 


effects, and so it's utterly inscrutable as to why 


that the grazing is a subsidized activity too. | 


Rocky made the point -- 


D-85 


MR. YOUNG: Excuse me, David, half a 


DAVID ROBERTSON: Half a minute. 
made the point that there are very few lower 
elevation wilderness areas, and this is a huge one, 
particularly when you consider the adjacent forest 
land and the land to the north that's certainly 
treated as a primitive area if not a formal 
wilderness area. It has great big trees. It has 
some very old, scrawny little lodgepole, but it's 
got some gorgeous big aspen. There are aspen in 
there I can't get my arms around. And so I can't 
say strongly enough how much I feel that that area 
should be wilderness and that let's not put any mor 
roads. There are ways to get into it now, and 
wilderness is best served without making it a high- 
access park. Thanks. 


MR. YOUNG: Are they any questions of 


MR. GOODENOW: (Indicated in the 
negative) 
MR. YOUNG: Thank you. Our next speaker 


that's signed up would be Nick Hart. 


90 


the recommended choice is not only the one that had 
the, didn't avoid adverse effects but, in fact, 
maximized the adverse effects, unless you're trying 
to emulate the Forest Service and prove you can do 
below-cost timber sales as well. 

Right in there is the grazing. 
were in there we saw a lot of the grazing, 
saw the cattle all came down, in this case, right 
along Troublesome Creek on private property, and you 
guys measure how many acres per cow. I can tell you 
that the cows are all there in one big bunch right 
down on the stream just tearing the holy hell out of 
it, and I spent a lot of time stringing barbed-wire 
fence trying to keep them out of the stream and 
alienated my whole family on stringing fences as 
only people who have built fence can understand. 
And. I've seen, even in the period that we were 
there, the quality due to the cattle went way down, 
and I see now that whole area is rated only fair or 
worse, and with an all wilderness alternative, 
rather than losing the benefit of increased AUMs, I 
would think that management would reduce it, if not 
eliminate it, and try to get the quality of that 
land back up to excellent because that’s what it 


ought to be, and it is possible, and we all know 


D-86 


NICK HART: My name is Nick Hart. I 
live at 4996 Barfett, WheatRidge, Colorado 80033. 
And I've spent some time in the Oil Spring Mountain 
area, and I'd like to see it designated as 
wilderness. I'd like to see everything in that area 
designated as wilderness but, if not, I'd like to 
see Oil Spring Mountain itself designated. When I 
was in there it was pretty well trashed along the 
roads, but when you got up on the mesa where nobody 
could drive their truck it was pretty nice. I'd 
like to see everything west of I-25 designated as 
wilderness but, if not, you know, everything else 
that's recommended would be great. So that's what 
I'd like to see. 

MR. YOUNG: Are there any questions? 

MR. GOODENOW: (Indicated in the 
negative) 

MR. YOUNG: Thank you. That concludes 
the list of those who had signed up to speak. Is 
there anyone who would like to add to the statement 
they made earlier? We've got a little time left. 
Seeing none, I want to remind you that the record 
for these hearings is open until January 12th. Tf 
you want to submit written comments, you can do so 


at the Bureau of Land Management Office in Craig. 











1 On behalf of the BLM I would like to 
2 thank you all for being here tonight and would like 


«| to declare this hearing adjourned. 
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TESTIMONY OF KIRK CUNNINGHAM ON THE CRAIG DISTRICT WILDERNESS 
STUDY AREA DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 





|\ Gentlemen: 


! My name is Kirk Cunningham. I live at 1842 Canyon Blvd.#204, Boulder, CO, 

/ 80302. I have visited the Bull Canyon, Skull Creek, and Willgw, Creek WSA's 
fat least a half @ dozen times, the first time 9 years ago haste the time 
of the first Draft EIS for the White River Resource Area, and the other 
times on successive Memorial Day weekends as an outings leader for the 

|| Sierra Club. I have also visited the Oil Spring Mountain WSA at least four 

}\ times, and the Black Mountain WSA once. These areas were my first introduct- 
don to the canyon and high desert country of the Colorado Plateau, and have 

|| a special place in my heart. I would like to thank the BLM for holding a 

| hearing close to my home, so that I can urge that BLM recommend to Congress 
the maximum possible wilderness acreage in the Craig District lands under 
consideration here. 


| I would first like to make some general comments about this DEIS as a docu- 
| ment, and some general comments on the substantive contents of this document. 


First, the style of the DEIS does not do justice to the wonderful lands that 
it purports to describe. With its often-repeated paragraphs and pedestrian 
writing style, the DEIS is frankly boring and exasperating to read. Al- 
though the public has no right to expect a work of art in an EIS, it does 

I believe, have the right to expect something more engaging than, say, 4 

tank repair manual for the Bulgarian Army! Also the style reflects unfairly 
on the intelligence and professionalism of the individuals who authored oo 
it. Other than style (and the@ waste of paper than it causes), the other =] 
major general criticism that I have is that the BLM has not stated in any 
clear way the rationale for one recommendation over another. The readerhas 
the unpleasant chore not only of reading the lines as they appear, but also 
of trying to read between the lines trying to “psyche-out" the agency's 
motives. It is my opinion that the BLM should state its assumptions and 
reasoning more clearly (even though they may be unpalatable) if it wants 

to garner more respect from the interested public. 


Second, it seems evéident from reading the DEIS that the BLM does not really 
have a lot of knowledge about the areas in question, or at least those char- 
acteristics that are important for wilderness recommendations, Visitor use 
figures, wildlife species and numbers, and quality of the range resource 

have a woolly quality about them that makes me suspect that they are just 
guesses that may be off by at least a factor of two in either direction. ie] 
For example, range conditions in Bull Canyon WSA are described as about § 
70=80% good, whereas my impression from walking over the ground of this a 
WSA is that they are actually rather poor. If the parts that I've been in o 
are in good condition, then the surface of Mars would be fair in comparison! 
The importance of this spotty information is less to wilderness enthusiasts 
like myself than to Congress, who eventually will use this document as one 
basis for its decision to grant or not grant wilderness status to these lands. 


Third, one important piece of information that has been deliberately, and 
mistakenly in my opinion, left out is the status of water rights in Bull 
Canyon, Skull Creek, and Willow Creek WSA's particularly. All three areas 
depend for their biological diversity on springs that originate outside 9 
and up-gradient of the WSA. These springs maintain rich riparian zones 

yet are used upstream for stock watering. If the private upstream parties «© 
hold water rights to the springs that could dry them up for any considerable 
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perio& of time, then some of the wilderness qualities of these areas would bd 
be severely impacted. When it comes time for Congress to consider these 
areas for wilderness, it must first know that the springs are important 
resources, and second must know what the existing water rights situation 
is. BLM's bland assertion that it does not anticipate problems in this Py 
area does not seem to me to be adequate. A similar problem may also exist | 
to a lesser degree in Black Mountain WSA, since stock ponds on the northern t 
edge of the WSA capture spring water that would otherwise flow through the } 
WSA. | 

H 
i 


Fourth, the BLM assumes that maintenance of existing conditions with respect 
to grazing management constitutes non-impariment of the wilderness resource. i 
This seems particularly problematic in the case of Bull Canyon and Skull } 


Creek WSA's. Both areas suffer from severe erosion problems and arroyo 4 | 
formation that is actively propagating both laterally and up-gradient, It oO 
is my opinion that these problems are causei by poor grazing management, Oo | 


in particular, the failure to control grazing in riparian zones, and the 
failure to restore adequate vegetative cover on the grazing-affected areas 
of these watersheds. Bull Canyon itself is a drainage which shows the effects 
of erosion most dramatically. I would estimate that the presently developing 
arroyo has cut down about 40-50 feet into the soft alluvium the remnants of 
the original level of which still are present in the canyon. In Bull Canyon, 
there is, in fact, a petroglyph about 50 feet up on a shear wall that could 
have been constructed only by someone standing on the original surface of 
the alluvial valley floor. The headcut of the gully system has propagated 

up to the edge of a truly lovely riparian forest where the feeding spring 
for Bull Canyon originates; if the process continues at its present rapid 
pace, the riparian forest and the water-storage capacity that it represents 
will be destroyed and the spring that feeds Bull Canyon will become even 
less perfennial and the riparian habitat in mid-canyon that it supports 

even more endangered than it is now. What is the basic cause of this erosion 
problem? Cattle grazing on the willows and sedges at the lower end of the 
canyon, and the poor ground cover (mostly cheatgrass and sage) on all 

the alluvial valley floors of Bull Canyon. In short, in order to even main-1 
tain present wilderness qualities the BLM should consider some livestock 
controls and perhaps some presribed burns of the dyebrush in the canyon 
bot¢oms. That this approach seems to work is evident on parts of Willow Creek 
where brush burning apparently was done several years ago and livestock 
numbers have been reduced: the ground cover is very good and the old arroyos 
are grassing in, 


Fifth, greater legal access is needed for Willow Creek, Skull Creek, Windy 
Gulch, and Troublesome WSA's. In Willow and Skull Creeks access on the south 
side at Blue Mountain, Box Canyon, and Martin Gap is particularly desirable. 
In the case of Windy Gulch, one putative reason for not recommending this 
area is the fact of little public use for recreation, Of course, with no 
access available, there can be no recreational use of substance. In the 

case of Troublesome WSA,, the BLM plans to acquire access, but is holding ont 
wilderness recommendation,td it, i.e. the agency is saying that if it pur- 
chases access, then it needs to justify a much heavier level of (mostly) 
roaded recreational use. I believe that Troublesome needs and deserves both 
a wilderness recommendation and legal access for the best overall protection 
of its natural resources. 


Now some specific comments on the BLM's wilderness recommendations. 


First, I support BLM's modified boundary recommendation for Bull Canyon WSA. @ 
Despite its problems, this area's diversity, striking rock formations, 


é 
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istics, and the real conflicts with wilderness appear to be very slight in- 

deed. People will gradually come to appreciate an area and recreate in it 

once it is designated, but they will not have the opportunity to enjoy the 
Second, I support in general terms the BLM's wilderness recommendation for areas in their present essentialundefiled states if designation does not 
Willow Creek and Skull Creek WSA's, Like Bull Canyon, and for essentially occur. 
the same reasons, they deserve this recommendation. In these areas in 
particular, the lack of minerals and oil and gas conflicts has been est- 


ablished beyond reasonable doubt through a number of dry holes within and 
without the areas. Their highest and best value is wilderness. In contrast 







scenic vistas, and opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation 
are outstanding. 


Fourth, I do not agree with BLM's decision to not recommend the Troublesome 


WSA for wilderness. This area is not recommended chiefly because of two 
conflicts: 1). a proposal to road and cut the timber on about 5% of the 


to the BLM, however, I favor the "combined all-wilderness alternative” rather 
than the separated areas, because, having been on the way separating them, 

I see no reason (and the DEIS does not state a reason) why this feature 
should constitute a real boundary. The combined part wilderness alternative 
is not acceptable because it would expose the lands at both ends of the 
combined WSA's to unacceptably destructive land uses. I support as well the 
BLM's proposed acquisition of State sections on the northern and southern 
borders of these areas, and the mineral estate on their common border. 


Second, I do not agree with the BLM's non-wilderness recommendation for 

Oil Spring Mountain. The BLM apparently agrees with me that this area has 
outstanding wilderness characteristics, among them a great diversity of 
vegetation types, few grazing or ORV conflicts, scenic vistas, opportunities 
for wilderness-type recreation, and legal access on al) sides. The BLM 
rightly acknowledges that the conflict from pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases is 
a non-negligible one. Given the fact that oil and gas prices will rise in 
the future enough to justify drilling in an area which has miraculously 
escaped drilling in the past, it does seem certain the the pre-FLPMA lease 
will be developed to some degree and will impact wilderness characteristics. 
However, in my ming there are some arguments that weigh in favor of wild- 
erness recommendation under this circumstance. First, development within 
the wilderness is likely to be done under somewhat greater restrictions than 
if the area was not wilderness, i.e. fewer roads, and a greater probability 
of reclamation after the operations were completed (by the way, recent dev- 
elopments in the remote monitoring of oil and gas wells make it likely that 
permanent up-to-standard road access to operating wells may not be required). 
Second, wilderness designation would prevent post-FLPMA lease development 
on the 2/3rds of the WSA that is covered by these leases. Since the DEIS 
states that full development of the leases in Oil Spring would only con- 
tribute less than 1% to local economies, I think that it is reasonable that 
half of Oil Spring Mountain WSA's oil and gas “loaf" could be"sacrificed" 
(or shall we say, put in the bank) for wilderness, Oil Spring Mountain is 

a special place for me. I personally do not find the delay in oil and gas 
exploitation particularly distressing. 

Third, I do not agre@-with the BLM's non-wilderness recommendation for 
Black Mountain and Windy Gulch WSA's, and it is not clear at all from the 
document why at all the BLM has made this decision. My guess is that BLM 
does not perceive enough recreation interest in these areas to justify 
foregoing very marginal alternative activities, chiefly motorized recreation 
(mostly hunting) and range "improvements" for livestock. The inholding in 
Windy Gulch WSA may also strike the BLM as problematic. I believe, however, 
that the proposed grazing imporvements represent a fair amount of expense 
and effort (particularly the proposed chaining) for a very modest increase 
in AUM's. One has to ask whether the effort is worthwhile given the fact 
that it had not been done by the permittee or the agency before the area 
entered the wilderness study inventory. Though I would admit to some lack 
of attention by wilderness advocacy groups to getting people interested in 
and into these areas, it is still true that they have wilderness character- 
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Thank you for recommending four Wilderness Study Areas in the Craig District of 
N.W. Colorado for Wilderness designation. I refer to the WSA's of 
Bull Canyon 
Willow Creek 
Skull Creek 
Platte River Contiguous, North of Walden 
However, additional areas in the same region definitely should be designated as 
wilderness in the BLM's wilderness recommendations to Congress because they are so 
naturally and so beautifully useful as they are - kept as wilderness. 
I refer to the following three WSA's: 
Oil Spring Mountain (17,000 plus acres) located S.W. of Rangley, 
Colo. This landscape-dominating mountain is really an island of wilderness 
surrounded by natural gas fields. If not protected as wilderness and invaded for 
oil and gas development its unique wildland qualities will certainly be lost for 
generations to come. 
Troublesome (8,000 acres) located N. of Kremling, Colo. If this 
spectacular wilderness area is subjected to the BLM’s preferred management plan it 
is certain that off-road motorized vehicle use would explode and could increase from 
10 to 100X10 user days per year. 
Black Mountain (9,900 acres) and Windy Gulch (12,000 plus acres) located W. 
of Meeker. 
Finally, 1 recommend that the BLM join the Skull Creek and the Willow Creek 
WSA's into a single common wilderness area. This would be logical because a road 
that once joined them is no longer used and has naturally returned to a virtual state 
of wilderness itself. 
1 deeply feel and believe that the designation of all of these areas as wilderness 
would be the highest, best and most appropriate use for all of them. 
Laurence M. Currier, M.D. 


1555 E. Lake Place 
Littleton, CO 80121 
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WSA acreage, and 2). to perform range improvements to increase forage 





























levels by 200 AUM. The timber cut would be aspen and lodgepole pine, the 

sort of low value product that only a Louisiana -Pacific could love. The 
increase in AUM's would be purchased at the price of disturbance of 10% 

of the WSA acreage. The BLM would have us believe that all these activities 
plus the legal access (not presently existing) acquired for the area would 
increase recreation visitor use bya factor of 3, even though deer and elk 
populations would be diminished markedly. This is anomalous, since the pro- 
jected major use for all this increase in human use would be for hunting! 
Note, that increasing livestock use by a mere 200 AUM's is considered im- 
portant here, whereas a similar possible increase of this magnitude by 
similar means was rejected for Bull Canyon, Willow Creek and Skull Creek 
WSA's. The BLM admits that this WSA has some outstanding wilderness resources 
due to its forested condition and rugged topography. I have not visited the 
area personally, but the pictures of it that I have seen support this 
finding. Interestingly enough, in the not-recommended wilderness alternative, 
access would also be acquired, but human visitation would increase by a 
factor of 4, without the ecological disbenefits of timbering, roading, and 
vegetation manipulation for grazing. It seems obvious to me that the agency 
has made the decision for wilderness in print without recognising it! 

Because of the damage the above-mentioned activities would inflict on the 
present natural setting, I do not support the partial wilderness alternative. 


Finally, I support the BLM's wilderness recommendation for the Plattte 
River Contiguous Area, for the obvious reasons that the BLM has stated in 
the document. 


Thank you for your consideration of thege opinions, and please put me on 
your mailing list for the FEIS. Let's hope that we don't have to wait another — 


10 years to get it! 
Sincerely 


irk Cunningh 
1842 Canyon Blvd. #204 
Boulder, CO, 80302 
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_ WINDY GULCH WILDERNESS STUDY AREA 
(CO-010-007C) 


introduction 


In 1976 Congress passed the Federal Land Policy and Manage- 
ment Act. This law, also known as the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment (BLM) “Organic Act" mandated the BLM, among other things, 
to review its lands for possible wilderness designation by 
1991. This review process is called the BLM Wilderness In- 
ventory and is implemented in a step-by-step process. 


After areas are identified as having met wilderness criteria 
as defined by Section 2(c)of the Wilderness Act of 1964, they 
are further evaluated for their development potential. These 
areas are called Wilderness Study Areas(WSA). By 1991, the 
BLM reports to Congress as to the suitability of each area 
for wilderness designation taking into consideration resource 
conflicts with this types of classification. (i.e. timbering, 
motorized recreation,etc.). 


The following is a survey of known resources existing in the 
Windy Gulch WSA. This data was gathered by the University 
of Colorado Wilderness Study Group Summer Project Team 1980. 
Information was gathered from a variety of sources including 
government agencies, local repords, and actual field observa- 
tion. This document will provide a partial basis for a con- 
servationist's recommendation of wilderness suitability for 
the Windy Gulch WSA. 


General Description 


Windy Gulch is a proposed Wilderness Study Area located 
northwest of Meeker, Colorado in Rio Blanco County. Rolling 
to moderately steep hills are laced with a variety of ridges. 
and draws. Dense cover of pinyon-juniper, Douglas Fir, and 
scrub oak grace the ridges and slopes, while the more open 
draws are covered by sagebrush and grasses. The elevation of 
this 12,274 acre unit varies from 6400 feet in the south to 
over 8000 in the north; ridge-top vistas are superb and in- 
clude the White River Valley to the east and Black Mountain 
to the southeast. The varying topography and ample vece- 
tation cover support a variety of wildlife; this WSA also 

is unique to the region in that it provides valuable winter 
feeding grounds for migratory elk and local mule deer. It's 
ecological value is threatened however, by its proximity to 
oil and gas field to the north and oil shale development to 
the south.Wilderness designation would definitely protect 
these natural features of the area. 


Goneral History 
The original inhabitants of northwestern Colorado were the 
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Ute Indians dating back as far as 10,000 years ago. In 1776 
the Dominiguez-Escalante Expedition, the first white men to 
see the region, Serene. the Utes thriving in the area. 
However, the first exploiters of the land were the fur 
trappers who cameafter 1800. 


After fur trapping declined around 1843, explorers came to 
the area. In 1845 John C. Fremont explored the Green River, 
Brown's Hole area but concluded that the country there was 
worthless and documented little on the area. 


As the region became more settled, conflicts arose between 
the white settlers and the Utes. The Brunot- Treaty of 1873 
established the White River Agency to manage the Northern 
Utes. In 1879, after a series of ward officials held the 
office of White River Agency ward director, Nathaniel C. Meek- 
er took over the agency. He imposed ways of white men over 
traditional Indian life which sparked deep-seated resentment 
within the Ute tribe. In 1879, after a clash between a Ute 
chief and Meeker, troops were sent under command of Major 
Thomas T. Thornburgh to calm unrest in the area. The Utes 
attacked the White River Agency, killed Meeker and eleven 
employees, and captured Meeker's wife and daughter. In 1881 
after the release of the women, the Utes were forced to move 
to Utah. This event became known as the Meeker Masacre. 


With hostile Indians out of the way, the area was quickly 
settled. 1880s brought the establishment of the towns of 
Craig, Meeker, Rangely, and Hayden. In 1910, the towns of 
Skull Creek and Massadona were established, along with Blue 
Mountain. These towns were created to offer services to the 
sixty 0 seventy people who lived in the Skull Creek Basin. 


Although these events occurred near the Windy Gulch WSA lit- 
tle specific historical information ig available for the par- 
ticular WSA itself. The summer project team discovered many 
abandoned homesteads in the area, but did not know if they 
contained any historical significance. 


Natural History 
Vegetation: 


In the low land of the southwestern section of Windy Gulch, 
big sagebrush and silver sage thickly coveres the ground and 
is the dominant species for the area. 


In higher elevation of the southwestern section, Douglas Fir 
grows on the sides and tops of ridges, with Pinyon-juniper 
just below. 


The inclination of the slope on which the Fir grows is steep, 
making the stand unfeasible for timbering(approximately 65-80 
degrees). Douglas Fir is the climax vegetation type and re- 
quires a good deal of time to come back once timbered. 
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accumulations in December, January, and February. 


The dry, often windy climate characterizes these areas re- 
ee ereed in sagebrush, pinyon-juniper forest and grassy vege- 
tation. 


Geology 


Windy Gulch is located between the Danforth Hills, well known 
for oil and gas deposits and the Piceance Basin, which is rich 
in oil shale potential. 


The Danforth Hills anticline to the north was formed during 

the Uinta Arch Uplift at the end of the Eocene time. It is 
speculated that later movements from the Cordelleran area 
caused the Uintas to be compressed eastward in a rotational 
motion centered along the Douglas Arch. Surface closures have 
shifted with depth, probably due to these complex major compres- 
sional forces. 


A brief summary of the stratigraphy of the area follows: 


Cretaceous Period: 
Mesaverde Group--surface exposures of Iles formation (sands, 
shales, thick coal beds.). 
Marcos Formation--a very close to the surface outcropping 
in isolated gullies. Approximately 5200 feet thick, 1 de- 
gree dark gray to black shale. 
Frontier Formation--gray to dark gray, tight shaley sand- 
stone interbedded and gray shales. About 140 feet thick. 
Mowry Shale--dark gray to black fissile Mowry Shale. 
About 200 feet thick. 
Dakota Group--sandstone and siltstone beds separated by 
black to light gray shales 150 feet thick. 


Jurassic Period: 
Morrison Formation--440 feet thick sandstone-shale mix. 
Curtis Formation--45 feet of black shales which are very 
micaceous. 
Entrada Formation--fine to medium grained, well sorted and 
rounded sandstone. Average thickness is 480 feet. An eo- 
lian deposit showing cross-bedding and frosted grains known 
for oil and gas deposits. 


Triassic Period: 
Chinle Formation--red/purple mudstones and calcareous 
shales. 
Shinarump Conglomerate--cross-bedded sandstones with small 
particles of red chert and petrified wood. 
Moenkopi Formation--red-bed section of thin siltstones, 
fine-grained sandstones, various shales. 500 feet thick. 


Permo~-Pennsylvanian: 
Park City Formation--200 fet of sandstones, various colored 
shales, 
Weber Formation--1000 fet of massive, white cross-bedded 
sandstones. Large variation in porosity and permeability, 
but in general they are very low. Fractures are thought Ri 


Several varieties of wildflowers are widespread in the 

Windy Gulch WSA, including: Lupine, Yellow Falselupine, 
Bluebonnet, Showy daisey, Indian Paintbrush, Silky Phacelia, 
and Yellow Bee Plant. This is the only WSA in which the love- 
ly, spired Silky Phacilia is found. 


In the Northeastern section of the WSA, Serviceberry and scrub 
oak ig abundant along the sides of the ridges. The ridge tops 
are open grass with shrubs and wildflower patches intersperced. 


The variety of vegetation throughout the area is one of the 
supplemental values within the Windy Gulch WSA. One can ex- 
perience a mountain forest-type of vegetation, semi-arid pin- 
yon-juniper forest, or a meadow-shrub ecosystem all within a 
relatively small area. 


Soil 


The soil constitution of this area is a combination of loamy 
and swale types. Bushyloam soils of a dark, brown color to a 
light clay occur on rolling to steep upland slopes. Swale 
meadow soils of dar, fine, sandy soils are found in valleys 

and draws. Soil combinations are the Hauvre-Clendive and Rent- 
sai-Moyerson-Blazon types. There are also Mergel-Kobat-Cast- 
ner soil combinations in some locations. 


Climate 


The climate of this area is broadly described as semi-arid. 
The Sierra Nevada Mountains intercept the flow of moist Paci- 
fic air from the west, while the Continental Divide blocks 
the moisture from the Gulf of Mexico air currents. These 
mountains deflect many low pressure cells to the north, pro- 
viding rather uniform precipitation conditions in the locale 
around the WSA. 


Temperature ranges from -43F to 96F with an average minimum 
temperature of 20F and an average maximum of 67F. Dry air 
and high pressure combine with the result of pleasant weather 
most of the time. Day temperatures are warm and the nights 
cool and comfortable. 


Precipitation varies from 14 inches to 30 inches most years, 
with drought years of less rain occurring every 3 to 4 years. 
It rains most frequently during the late spring, late summer, 
and early fall months. Thunderstorms of high intensity and 
short duration are the precipitation pattern found most com- 
monly. This type of rainfall makes this area susceptible to 
heavy erosion in unvegetated spots. Abscence of summer rains 
results in the disappearence of water in draws, drainages, and 
most creeks. Precipitation is the single most limiting factor 
to vegetation in the area. 


Snow depth varies with elevation from inches at lower elevations 
to several feet on mountain and ridge tops. Snowfall occurs 
from late September through mid-April, with the heaviest 
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to be of major importance in the reservoir capabili- 
bilities of these sands. Valuable oil and gas depos- 
its known in other areas(e.g. Rangely). 


Due to the unit's distance from the center of depositon of 

Eocene Green River sediments, (which are responsible for the 
high concentration of oil shale in the Piceance Basin), it 

promises greater return from the extraction of oil and gas 

than from oil Shal@. Although approximately 90% of the WSA 
is located in @ Federal Oil Shale Withdrawl, it is still 

seen as a better candidate for oil and gas extraction. 


Minerals 


Although there are presently no hard mineral claims in the 
Windy Gulch WSA, the entire Meeker planning unit has been 

classified as an Indicated Mineral Area. Sedimentary rock 
formations are present on the surface and at depths which 

have yielded oil and gas in other areas, especially in the 
Danforth Hills. Wildcat drilling has taken place and will 
continue to take place throughout the unit. 


Pre-FLPMA Mineral Leases occurring in Windy Gulch WSA 


Lease Lease Ac. Type of 
District WSA Lease No. Date in WSA Lease 
Craig Windy Gulch C-13021 07-1-71 640 O+G 
C~13680 09-1-71 2366 O+G 
C-14362 12-1-71 80 0+G 
C-14857 02-1-72 400 0+G 
C-16132 06-1-72 1826 0+G 
C-16695 09-1-72 153 0+G 
C-27797 10-1-72 556 0+G 
C-23532 05-1-76 1320 0+G 
C-24062 09-1-76 80 0+G 
C-21744 09-1-74 80 0+G 
C-16133 06-1-72 1317 0+G 
C-13434A 09-1-71 18 O+G 


Otner Energy or Leasable Minerals 


The Green River formation sediments which contain oil shale are 
exposed in the Gray Hills in the northwest part of the unit. 
These outcrops are a northerly extension of the Eocene Green 
River sediments underlying the Piceance Creek Basin, but are of 
lower grade since they are further removed from the center of 
deposition, Little work has been done, and the quality of oil 
shale which may actually exist in the Gray Hills is unknown. 


Watershed 


There are no water control constructions(such as dams)within 
the Windy Gulch area. The only water control that exists is 
minor channelization and impoundments for irrigation and live- 
stock. Better watershed protection would occur with wilderness 
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designation. 


Grazing(White River Resource Area-WRRA) 


Cattle grazing currently exists in the Windy Gulch WSA as 
well as the surrounding area. The local ranching industry 

is therefore a vocal influential interest group concerned 
with wilderness designation. Most ranchers are opposed 

to wilderness on philosophical grounds(preservation vs. de- 
velopment). Ranchers fear that grazing would eventually be 
phased out of the areas made wilderness as is the case with 
Dinosaur National Monument and other Park Service land. 

They also fear that their herds will be mismanaged if vehicu- 
lar access to their cattle is prohibited. Some rachers, how- 
ever, favor wilderness as protection for their herds from 
harassment by four wheel drivers, especially during hunting 
season and as a way of hindering the progress of the oil in- 
dustry. Cattle grazing, although permitted in wilderness 
areas, can conflict with wilderness designation when a ran- 
cher wishes to construct “grazing improvements" on their 
allotments(e.g. troughs, fenches, chaining). However, no 
ranchers have expressed interest in constructing these struc- 
tures in allotments within the Windy Gulch WSA. The timber 
specialist for the WRRA in Meeker feels that potential for 
chaining is high in all the areas but also feels that bene- 
fits gained from chaining these areas would not outweigh the 
cost of subsequent environmental degradation. 


Although ranchers are usually a vocal opposition to wilder- 
ness designation, many ranchers in the WRRA when questioned 
on the issues either had no opinion or saw wilderness as a 
protective measure for their cattle against harrassment from 
motorized recreationists. Wilderness designation for any of 
these WSA's including the Windy Gulch WSA, does not pose a 
serious conflict with cattle grazing. 


The following is a list of allotments and corresponding per- 
mittees within the Windy Gulch WSA: 


WSA ALLOTMENT NO. ALLOTMENT NAME PERMITTEE 
Windy Gulch 6613 Upper Smith Gulch Bud Norell (herefords 


Windy Gulch 6620 Jordon Gulch Carl Anderson and 
Glen Hauck 

Upper Smith Gulch is leased by Norell Herefords, 8657 acres of 
federal land and has 898 AUMs which are for cattle. It is used 

in spring and summer. 


Jordan Gulch is leased by Carl Anderson and Glen Hauck. It 
contains 6350 acres of federal land used to graze cattle dur- 
ing the summer and fall. There are 271 AUMs. 


Both of these allotments,6613 and 6620, are in stable condi- 
tion according the the BLM. 


Elk are also known to winter in the Windy Gulch WSA, coming 
down from the higher elevations to find food. Along with 
the mule deer, these majestic creatures are stalked only by 
two predators: the mountain lion and man. Due to increased 
pressure from human settlement in the Meeker area, the moun- 
tain lion has become more scarce through time. Within Windy 
Gulch a few of these graceful predator§ have been sighted, 
most likely because of its year-round deer population. This 
rich and healthy ecosystem needs controlled protection, for 
it is a quickly diminshing resource. As this part of Colo- 
rado continues to grow, vital ecological “islands” such as 
Windy Gulch must be set aside to preserve the complex integ- 
rity of such a fragile ecosystem. 


Threatened, Endangered Species 


The black footed ferret is a nationally endangered species 
believed to live in the Black Mountain WSA directly south- 
west of Windy Gulch. However, the ferret habitat is unknown 
and therefore no research projects have been funded to find 
its range. 


Recreation 


One of the main forms of recreation within the Windy Gulch 
WSA is big-game hunting, for which it is well-suited (see 
Wildlife). There are many outfitters and guest ranchers 
that provide food, lodging, and guidance to those who want 
it. In addition to the out-of-town hunters who come to the 
area to exchange dollars for experience, are the locals who 
enjoy many a weekend pursuing the mule deer. Many people 
seeking a more passive form of recreation use the area for 
hiking and horseback riding. 


Cultural Resources (WRRA Archaeological) 


With the exception of Skull Creek, no inventories have been 
conducted in any of the WRRA WSAs. The resource area cul- 
tural resources specialist feels that valuable archaeologi- 
cal sites do exist within these WSA's and inventories should 
be conducted. Presently, however, no archaeological infor- 
mation exists in the Windy Gulch Area. 


Local Comments. 


Maude Thomas, wife of Red Thomas, rancher, spoke with the 
Wilderness Study Group 1980 summer team about her fear of 

the consequences of oil shale development in the area near 
their ranch. (Berry Point-Black Mountain, Windy Gulch WSA's) 

Her main concern was that the water of the White River would 
be so lowered that they would be unable to water their cat- 
tle. She seemed to prefer a wilderness than any oil develop- 
ments, and was quite convinced that "the Government” did not 
consider the ranchers viaws on their pro-development decisions. 


This represented typical attitudes expressed in the area, The 


Timber 


The predominant vegetation in the Windy Gulch area is pin- 
yon-juniper, scrub oak, and Douglas fir. Pinyon-juniper 
has been used for fence posts and fuel, but is rarely used 
for commercial timber sales due to low demand. The Doug- 
las fir that exists in the area grows on the slopes and rid- 
ges, the access to which is extremely difficult for timber- 
ing. Consequently, no interest has been expressed in har- 
vesting these trees commercially. 


In the past few decades the practice of chaining has become 
widespread. Chaining is a serious conflict with wilderness 
designation. The timber specialists for the WRRA(1980 Allen 
Shroeder)has stated that while the potential for commercial 
timber harvesting is low for these areas, the potential for 
chaining is high. Chaining is a very destructive process which 
is responsible for massive erosion and the degenerative con- 
dition of these rangeland tracts. Both wildlife managers 

and timber specialists oppose this method of grazing manage- 
ment. 


Timber harvesting is not a serious conflict with wilderness 
designation. Little interest exists for commercial removal 
of trees in the area. Road construction and steep slopes 
prevent tree harvesting from being economically feasible. 


Wildlife 


There is a multitude of wildlife existing in Windy Gulch 
and the surrounding area. Diverse in character and habitat, 
they range from the white-tailed prairie dog(living in the 
grasslands)to the black bear, preferring forested and more 
remote areas. 


The small animals include: the badger, marmot, gray fox, bob- 
cat, skunk, and coyote. The fox, bobcat, and coyote feed on 
the numerous white-tailed prairie dogs, desert cottontails 
and nuttalls cottontails. The rodents and lagomorphs provide 
mele ki for the variety of raptors in the area. These in- 
clude,yare not limited to Red-tailed hawks, marsh hawsk, gol- 
den eagles, and great horned owls. The steep cand at and deep 
canyons are ideal niches for these birds-of-preyy, SEstanding 
opportunities for wilderness experience. 


The most obvious herbivores in the area are the mule deer. 
One of the largest herds in the United States winters to the 
northeast of Meeker, migrating each spring directly through 
the Black Mountain and Windy Gulch WSAs on its way to the 
southeast,and back again in the fall. Windy Gulch is unique 
in that it is known summer and winter range for some of these 
deer which don't travel so far to the northeast for the win- 
ter, It is surrounded on three sides(east, south and west)by 
areas of critical habitat, two of which are included in part 
of Black Mountain WSA, immediately to the southwest. 
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main objection to a wilderness designation was the fear of 
an end to cattle grazing on these lands(which is, of course 
permitted in wilderness areas). However, most of the local 
people preferred the ideas of wilderness over development in 
these areas. 


Recommendation 


Windy Gulch is one of the most spectacular wilderness study 
areas in the Colorado BLM wilderness study area system. The 
high ridgetops and steep canyons with tall Douglas Fir give 
the area a unique beauty. In east and west Jordan Gulches 

the open fields and expansive vistas, in all directions, add 
a feeling of loneliness and solitude making Windy Gulch some 
of the best backpacking and hiking country in the Meeker area. 


The wildlife in Windy Gulch is abundan . and varied. Ani- 
mals range from coyotes to golden eagles but one of he most - 
important is the mule deer and bobcat. The mountain lion 

has been seen in this area and is considered to be in severe 
danger due to loss of habitat elsewhere. Windy Gulch is part 
of the migratory pathway of the largest mule deer herd in 
North America. Due to oil and gas development in the Danforth 
Hills(north of Windy Gulch), and oil shale development in the 
Piceance Basin, many forms of wildlife may be pushed out of 
their habitats. It is essential for the mule deer, mountain 
lion, and others to have wild, unpopulated areas in which to 
survive, Windy Gulch fits this qualification perfectly. 


The University of Colorado Wilderness Study Group believes 
that the wilderness qualities in the Windy Gulch WSA include 
outstanding and fantastic opportunities for primitive and 
unconfined recreation, as well as critical wildlife habitat 
survival. It also contains highly contrasting vegetation. 
All these three possibilities far outweigh any potential for 
oil and gas development in the area. 


CO0-010.007C Windy Gulch 


cous 


bri 


intensive Inventory Unit Boundary 
Unit identified es 0 WSA 

Portion of Unit found to lack 
Wilderness characteristics 

Enisting National Pork or 

Forest Service Wilderness 


Proposed Nations! Park Service 
Or Forest Sarvice Wilderness 





BLACK MOUNTAIN WILDERNESS STUDY AREA 
(CO-0610~-007A) 


Introduction 


Black Mountain is a wilderness study area of the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM)west of Meeker, Colorado, and is acces- 
sible from Colorado Highway 64. The area is 9,932 acres, 
though 16,134 acres were intensively inventoried. Prominent 
in the area is Black Mountain itself, a ridge running the 
length of the western portion. Kissinger Gulch cuts into 
the ridge dividing it. Smith Gulch dominates the central 
portion of the area. East of this is Berry Point, which 
originally was a separate wilderness study area(WSA)due to 

a way that separates the two areas. The Way was determined 
to be insignificant and the two areas were merged. Through- 
out the area, juniper-pinyon and mountain brush vegetation 
grow along the ridge tops and slopes. Sagebrush and grasses 
grow in the draws. 


History 


This area of Colorado was inhabited originally by the Ute 
Indians. The first white men to discover the Utes and the 
general vicinity were the members of the Dominguez-Escalante 
Expedition of 1776. Fur trappers followed in the 1800's. 


When trapping slowed and became less profitable in the mid- 
1800's, explorers began assessing the area for exploration. 
The Green River-Brown's Hole area was explored by the John 

C. Fremont party in 1845. He dismissed the area as worthless, 
Nevertheless, the area became more settled, resulting in con- 
f£licts between the settlers and the Utes, The White River 
Agency (WRA)wag established in 1873 by the Brunot Treaty. The 
purpose was to manage the Utes in the area. Six years and 
several wards later, Nathaniel Meeker took over the Agency 

and began imposing white ways upon the Indians, which in- 
creased their animosity. Tension rose until the Utes attacked 
and killed Meeker and eleven otherg. His wife and daughter 
were also captured, Upon release of these women in 1881, the 
Utes were banished to Utah. The site of this historical event 
ig approximately five miles east of the Black Mountain WSA. 


Vegetation 


Pinyon-Juniper: (Pinus edulis-Juniperus utahensis) 


Pinyon-juniper is the dominant plant association in the Black 
Mountain area, The dwarf trees grow in a variety of soil 
depths on ridges and well-drained areas. They are climax 
vegetation, with successional stages of grasses and shrubs 
preceeding. The abundance of these trees is due to decreased 
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competition from grass seedlings because of livestock graz- i 
ing. The pinyon-juniper forest provides important habitats 
for birds and mammals, as well as providing watershed main- 
tenance. 


Sagebrush: (Artemesia tridentata) 


Sagebrush is the dominant plant in the lower elevations of 
this WSA. It is best suited to deep, moist soils in drain- 
age bottoms and foothill slopes. Ridges can also support 
sagebrush. The bushes vary in density, and size ranges 
from 1' to 4' tall. Stands of sagebrush grow until salt- 
brush becomes dominant, greasewood, and grasses continue 
where the soil is thin and saline-alkaline, which restricts 
sage growth. 


Grasses: 


The major types of grasses are cheat, Indian Rice, Needle, 
Western, and Slender Wheatgrass, and Colorado Wildrye. 

They are found as understory and ground cover among the sage- 
brush and pinyon-juniper. 


Shrubs: 


Black sagebrush, Utah Serviceberry, Lanceleaf, Yellowbrush, 
Low Rabbit brush, Bitterbrush, and Greasewood are all found 
in this WSA. 


Flowering species found in this WSA include Indian Painbrush, 
Scarlet Gilia, Phlox, Larkspur, Penstemon, Arrowleaf, Balsam= 
root, Scarlet Globemallow, Lupine Winterfar, Chiming Bells, 
and Bluebells. They occur primarily in the highflats and 
meadows in May, June, and July. 


Soil 


The soil of this area is a combination of loam and swale 
types. Bushyloam soils of a dark brown to light clay make 
up the rolling to steep upland slopes. Swale meadow soils 
of dark, fine, sandy color and texture are found in valleys 
and draws. Soil combinations are the Hauvre-Clendive-Red- 
rob, and Rentsae-Moyerson-Blazon types. The Mergel-Kobar- 
Castner combination is found in some locations. 


Without sufficient vegetation, the soils are subject to e- 
rosion, Protection of this area would allow revegetation, 
restoring food and habitat to the native wildlife. 


Climate 


The climate of this area is broadly described as semi-arid 
steppe. The Sierra Nevada Mountains intercept the flow of 
moist Pacific air from the west, while the Continental Divide 
blocks the moisture from the Gulf of Mexico air currents. 
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These mountains deflect many low pressure celis to the 
north, providing rather uniform climatic conditions. 


Temperature ranges from -43F to 96F with an average mini- 
mum temperature of 20F and an average maximum of 67F. Dry 
air and high pressure combine with the result of pleasant 
weather most of the time. A diurnal diversity of cool 
nights and hot days is the general rule. 


Precipitation varies from 30 inches to 14 inches per year, 
with drought years occuring every 3 to 4 years. It rains 
most frequently during the late spring, late summer and 
early fall months. Flashy storms of high intensity and 
short duration are the most common precipitation pattern. 
This type of rainfall makes this area susceptible to heav- 
y erosion in unvegetated spots. Absence of summer rains 
results in the disappearance of water in draws, drainages, 
and most creeks, causing precipitation to be the single 
most limiting factor to vegetation in the area. Dry winds 
increase this limitation to vegetation. 


Snow depth varies with elevation from inches at lower ele- 
vations to several feet on mountain and ridge tops. Snow- 
fall occures from late September through mid-April, with 

heaviest accumulations in December, January, and February. 


Geology 


Black Mountain WSA is a major topographical and structural 
feature in between the Danforth Hills and the Piceance Ba- 
sin. The anticline extends in a northwest-southeast direc- 
tion as part of the Gand Hogback. Mesaverdé beds of Cre- 
taceous age are exposed and comprise the P;ceance Basin 
boundary. 


The alignment of this anticline is the result of the Uinta 
Arch Uplift at the end of the Eocene Age. The axis of the 
Uinta Arch trends west in Utah, but along the state border 

it swings southeast toward the White River Uplift. This 

was caused by the narrowing and alignment of the Uinta 
Trough. The compressional stressess folded the present ser- 
ies of anticlines along the flanks of the uplift. 


The Cretaceous age resulted in the following formations: 
Mesaverde Group, Mancos Formations, Frontier Formations, 
Mowry Shale, and Dakota Group. The Jurassic Age yielded 
the Morrison, Curtis, and Entrada Formations. The Tr ssic 
age resulted in the Chinle and Moenkopi Formations and 

the Shinarump Conglomerate. Finally, the Permo-Pennsyl- 
vanian age produced the Park-City and Weber Formations. 


Minerals and Mining 


This WSA has been classified as an Indicated Mineral Area. 
Sedimentary rock formations are present at a depth which 
have yielded oil and gas in other areas. Wildcat drilling 
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cal ranchers are interested in the designation of the WSA 
as a result of their commercial interest. Opinions when 
expressed, are mixed, however. There are ranchers that fear 
wilderness designation because they feel they will lose 
their permit status, and any “grazing improvements” they 

may want to implement in the far future, that is troughs, 
fences, chaining, etc., will be prohibited. 


On the other hand there are the ranchers who look at wil- 
derness designation as a means of protecting their herds, 
especially from motor vehicle traffic. They also feel 
that the improvements are not imminent or necessary. A 
timber specialist in Meeker has said that any benefit from 
chaining in the area would not outweigh the environmental 
cost. Chaining is not a viable course of action for ran- 
chers. 


In addition, the privately held allotments within Black 
Mountain have not been managed satisfactorally according 

to the report on the Meeker Planning unit. The condition 
of the area within allotments #6621 and #6622 is apparent- 
ly worsening. Wilderness designation would help to improve 
this area, while allowing for grazing without serious con- 
flict. 


Timber 


Pinyon-juniper trees characterize Black Mountain WSA, which 
is used primarily for fuel and fence posts. It has little 
commercial value. Therefore, there is little interest in the 
timbering in the area. 


Chaining poses the most serious conflict with wilderness, if 
a rancher decides this is a necessary "improvement" to range- 
land. This is a process of ripping up trees using a chain 
strung between a bulldozer, in order to enhance rangeland. 
The process unfortunately results in massive erosion and de- 
generation of the rangeland. This is in direct opposition 

to wilderness values and wilderness designation. 


Wildlife 


General: 

The rich variety of wildlife within the Black Mountain WSA 
enhances wilderness qualities of the area. Species range 
from white-tail prairie dogs to black bears and mountain 
lions. 


A prominent species in the area is mule deer, which feed 
upon forbs and grasses. In the winter, this area serves as 
an important feeding ground. Elk herds use this same lower 
elevation as a winter feeding ground, preferring higher 
elevations in the summer season. 


Deer numbering as high as 3,000 use Black Mountain during 
the winter. Areas within Black Mountain are considered cri- 
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has taken place and will continue in the surrounding area, 
This will definitely conflict with wilderness designation. 


There are withdrawal areas in the northern and southern 
regions of the WSA. The Northern Withdrawal is part of 
the Gray Hills and the northern extension of the Eocene 
Green River Sediment, but are of lower grade since they 
are further removed from the center of deposition. Little 
work has been done and the quantity and quality of any oil 
shale that may actually exist is unknown. The Southern 
Withdrawal is part of the Piceance Basin area which has 
much area: grade oil shale, but these are small sections 
of land. 


Asphaltic sandstones or tar sands(sometimes called maltha) 
occur in the Wasatch sediments in the center of the area. 


Mineral Leases 


Six leases, totalling 5242 acreas occur in this WSA. They 
are the following: 


id Lease date Acres in WSA Type 
C 13846 10-1-71 2087 0il+Gas 
C 16133 6-1-72 1957 0il+Gas 
Cc 16697 9-1-72 1016 Oil+Gas 
Cc 24064 9-1-76 120 Oil+Gas 
C 30126 9-1-71 50 Oil+Gas 
C 13434 9~1-71 18 Oil+Gas 


Mineral Claims 


Two claims are held in the Black Mountain WSA in 

96W Section 14 #139311PL for Oil and Gas, date 1914; and 
section 15 #139312PL for Oil and Gas,date 1914. These claims 
are held by Reuben Oldland, Jean McPherson, Sally Norell, 
Allan Oldland, and Louis Morrison. 


Watershed 


There are no water control constructions such as dams with- 
in the Black Mountain WSA. The only control existing is 
minor channelization for irrigation and livestock. 


Natural gullies and washouts are prevalent in the area. 
This is due to heavy, short rains, primarily in the spring, 
causing erosion. 


Kissinger Gulch has the steadiest supply of water. This 
allows local cattle rachers to graze their cattle in the 
area until August as that is when the stream usually dries 


up. 
Grazing 


Cattle grazing is a current use of Black Mountain WSA. Lo= 


a 
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tical habitat for deer and elk. This range will become 
more critical ag the Piceance Basin, now the most heavily 
used deer habitat, becomes destroyed by oil-shale develop- 
ment. The deer will be forced out of the Piceance Basin 
and will either die or will migrate to areas like Black 
Mountain. 


Predators of deer and elk are human hunters and mountain 
lion. There are few mountain lions in this area, their 
scarcity being due to increased population in the surround- 
ing region. Historically, the gray wolf and grizzly bear 
have lived in this area, now the primary predator is the 
human hunter; an activity that does not interfere with wil- 
derness designation. 


Smaller species living in the area include: Badgers, mar- 
mots, gray fox, skunk, coyote, and bobcats. The coyotes, 

foxes and bobcats live on the abundant white-tail prairie 

dogs, nutalls cottontail and desert cottontail rabbits. 


Prairie dogs, lagomorphs and rodents, rovide food for the 
variety of raptors in the area. Thes “birds live 
primarily in the area: golden eagles, marsh hawks, red=- 
tailed hawks, and great horned owls. They inhabit the 
steep canyons and draws. Burrowing owls, by contrast, pre~ 
fer the prairies and grasslands, but feed on the same small 
animals. 


Endangered or Threatened Species: 

The black-footed ferret is an endangered species believed 
to be living in the Black Mountain WSA. There is no known 
research on the habitat of this animal. No evidence of 
its existence is conclusive. 


The peregrine falcon is an endangered species living by 
Dinosaur National Monument. Cross-fostering has been done 
in two areas and it is hoped that these falcons will later 
move to the steep canyons in this area, and the surrounding 
area. 


Recreation 


The primary source of recreation in the WSA is hunting. The 
number of hunters and the number of harvested deer has de- 
creased from 1969-1976(see attached table) 


There are many outfitters and guest ranches that provide food 
and lodging(and guides) for out-of-town hunters. Local hun- 
ters are also prevalents, many spending weekends in the area. 


There are many other excellent opportunities for recreation 
in the area such as hiking, camping, rockhunting, photography, 
and horseback riding. 

Local Comments 


Maude Thomas, wife of Red Thomas, racher, spoke with the 1980 
\, 
} 


C.U, Wilderness Study Group field reseach team about her 
fear of the consequences of oil shale development in the 
area near their ranch. (Near Berry Point-Black Mountain- 
windy Gulch WSAs). Her main concern was that the water 
of the White River would be so lowered that they would be 
unable to water their cattle. She seemed to much prefer 
a wilderness than any oil development, and was quite 
convinced that “the government" did not consider the ran- 
chers view on their pro-development decisions. 


This was typical of attitudes in the area. The main ob- 
jective to a wilderness designation was the fear of an 
end to cattle grazing on this land(which is allowed in 
a wilderness area). However, most of the locals pre- 
ferred the idea of wilderness over development in this 


area. 
Recommendation 


The University of Colorado Wilderness Study Group recommends 
that the Black Mountain Wilderness Study Area be proposed 
as wilderness by the Bureau of Land Management. 


The study team concludes that the value of the area as cri- 
tical winter habitat and migratory route for mule deer and 
elk is invaluable. The Division of Wildlife figures shows 
that up to 8,000 deer migrating through the area annually 
ig consistant. This critical habitat must be maintained. 


Due to the proposed exploration of the Piceance Basin the 
deer and elk will be pushed out of their wintering habi- 
tat and will probably die. However, Black Mountain can 
play a substantial role in supporting these deer and elk. 
as well as preserving the afore mentioned critical habi- 


tat. 


Furthermore, due to prohibited motorized use in wilderness 
areas, designation Black Mountain as wilderness will support 
the local cattle ranchers in their struggle to stop harass- 
ment by hunters and recreationists who come into the area 
by motorized vehicles. 


Finally, the steep canyon and cliff walls of Kissinger Gulch, 


the spectacular vista from the top of Black Mountain, and 
the eroded gullies of Smith Gulch convinced the Wilderness 


Study Group Team of the unit's outstanding naturalness, beau- 
ty, and opportunities for solitude and unconfined recreation. 


The University of Colorado Wilderness Study Group field re~ 
search team of 1980 recommends Black Mountain for wilderness 


designation. 


Recommendation 


Oil Spring Mountain is a relatively small and remote example 
of a rapidly disappearing ecological unit of the arid western 
Colorado plateau country. The closest designated unit of the 
Wilderness Preservation System is Flattops, a United States 
Forest Service unit located approximately 100 air miles due 
east of Oil Spring Mountain. There are only two recommended 
units within a fifty-mile radius of Oil Spring Mountain--Di- 
nosaur and Colorado National Monuments. Therefore, inclu- 
sion of Oil Spring Mountain within the Wilderness Preserva- 
tion System would add representation of a heretofore as yet 
unrepresented locale to the system. 


The ecological uniqueness of Oil Spring Mountain among BLM 
WSAs is reason enough for its recommendation as wilderness. 
No other units provide for the preservation of a similar suc- 
cession of plant communities as that found within the Oil 
Spring Mountain WSA. A day's walk brings the visitor from 
sagebrush flats to aspen-Douglas fir forests. This exper- 
ience is a unique feature to be treasured and preserved for 
others to enjoy. 


The ongoing destruction of naturalness in the region about 

Oil Spring Mountain due to exploration for oil and gas gives 
urgency to the need for protection of this unique area for 

yet another reason--the as yet unguessed archaeological im- 
portance of the area to the understanding of the Fremont cul- 
ture. Without quick action to reprieve the area from imminent 
destruction, these treasures will surely be lost. 


Energy independence is an important and desirable goal for 
this country. However, the sacrifice of scientifically val- 
uable and unique areas for a relatively insignificant amount 
of oil and gas is not. The 17,740 acres of Oil Spring Moun- 
tain undoubtedly do not hold mineral treasures of inestima- 
ble worth. They do, however, contain scientific treasures 
and study. For these reasons, the University of Colorado 
Wilderness Study Group recommends that Oil Spring Mountain 
Wilderness Study Area be designated for inclusion within the 
National Wilderness Preservation System and that such recom- 
mendation be passed on to the United States Congress. 


OIL SPRING MOUNTAIN 


University of Colorado 
Wilderness Study Group 


A April 1981 


OIL SPRING MOUNTAIN BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT WILDERNESS 
STUDY AREA(CO-010-046) 


Introduction 

In 1976, Congress passed the Federal Land Policy Manage- 
met Act(FLMPA), also known as the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment's “Organic Act.“ Among other things, FLMPA requires 
the B.L.M. to review its lands by 1991 for possible wil- 
derness designation. This review process is called the 
B.L.M. Wilderness Inventory and is implemented in a step- 
by-step progression. 


Areas meeting the wilderness criteria as defined by Sec- 
tion 2(c) of the Wilderness Act of 1964 are identified 

in the review process. These areas are called Wilderness 
Study Areas(WSA). B.L.M. will evaluate their wilderness 
and development opportunities in the course of the B.L.M. 
Planning process. B.L.M. is to report to Congress by 
1991 as to the suitability of each W.S.A. for wilderness 
designation, having taken into consideration the possible 
resource opportunities foregone by wilderness designation 
(i.e. timbering, motorized recreation, etc.) 


The following is a survey of the known resources existing 
within the Oil Spring Mountain Wilderness Study Area, along 
with a recommendation as to its wilderness potential. The 
data was gathered by the University of Colorado Wilderness 
Study Group Project Team 1980 from a variety of sources, in- 
cluding government agencies, local records, and actual field 
observations. This document will serve as a partial basis 
for conservationists recommendation of wilderness suitabili- 
ty for Oil Spring Mountain Wilderness Study Area. 


General Description 7 
Oil Spring Mountain is a prominent feature of the dis- 


sected plateau and mesa country to the north of the Roan 
Plateau, a rugged mountainous plateau rising above the 
lowlands to the north and south. It remains an isolated, 
wild oasis in the midst of the oil and gas onslaught in 
western Colorado. Oil Spring Mountain's rugged and steep 
slopes have so far offered it protection from fossil 

fuel exploration. 


Oil Spring Mountain W.S.A. consists of 17,740 acres of 
contiguous public land ranging in elevation from 6,000 

to 8,550 feet, located in R102W, R103W, and T.3.S, T.4S. 
in Rio Blanco County. The high relative elevation of 

the unit provides outstanding panoramas to east and west, 
encompassing the Cathedral Bluffs and White River National 
Forest in Colorado and the High Uintag in Utah. A varied 
topography consisting of numerous drainages interlaced 
with subsidiary ridges along the flanks of the mountain, 
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combined with the natural vegetative screening provided 
by pinyon-juniper, aspen, and Douglas Fir, allows for 
tremendous opportunities for solitude. The area is con- 
sidered critical winter deer habitat, a premium consider- 
ing the associated destruction of vegetation and natural- 
ness due to the extensive oil and gas development in the 
region. Documented archaeological sites of the Fremont 
culture are located within the WSA. 


Oil Spring Mountain represents the last undisturbed frag- 
ment of its type in the mountainous plateau county of 
western Colorado. There are no other remaining pristine 
areas of similar structure and ecology in the oil and gas 
development belt of western Colorado. Oil Spring Moun- 
tain's preservation through wilderness designation would 
be a truly significant and unique addition to the Wilder- 
ness Preservation System. 


General History 


The original inhabitants of northwest Colorado were Ameri- 
can Indians, dating back as far as 10,000 years ago. The 
numerous Fremont culture sites within Oil Spring Mountain 
WSA attest to the later presence of Indians in the region. 
The first white men in the region were members of the 1776 
Dominquez-Escalante expedition, who discovered Ute Indians 
thriving in the region. The first exploitation of the re- 
sources of the region by white men occurred during the fur 
trapping boom of the early 1800's. John C. Fremont ex- 
plored the Green River and Brown's Hole in 1845, but con- 
cluded that the country of northwest Colorado was generally 
worthless and thus documented little in the area. 


As the region became more settled, numerous conflicts with 
the Utes arose, culminating in the Meeker Massacre of 1879. 
After this incident, the Utes were banished to Utah and 
thereafter the area was quickly settled. The area around 
Oil Spring Mountain contains a few scattered ranches, with 
no significant development occurring until 1943, when the 
Douglas Creek oil field was discovered. Exploration for 
oil and gas has been taking place since that time. 


Vegetation 


The northwest section of the WSA is typical sagebrush and 
pinyon-juniper flats characteristic of much of northwest 
Colorado. 


Sagebrush is the dominant plant at the lowest elevations. 

It is best suited to deep,moist soils in drainage bottoms 
and foothill slopes. Ridges also support sagebrush growth. 
Sagebrush is a hardy plant that thrives in the steppe, ran- 
ging in size from one to four feet tall but being restricted 
in growth in saline-alkaline soils. The bushes fill the air 
with a sweet, distinctive fragrance. Stands of sagebrush 
thin out to saltbush, greasewood, and grasses where the 
soils are thinner and more alkaline. 


4 
of precipitation. 


Temperature ranges from -43 degress Farenheit to 96 degrees 
Farenheit with an average minimum temperature of 20 degrees 
Farenheit and an average maximum of 67 degrees Farenheit. 
There is a large diurnal heating effect making for cool 
nights and hot days during the summer. 


Minerals 


Oil Spring Mountain is comprised primarily of the Green Ri- 
ver formation, generally a dark gray shale and marlstone. 
Gas and oil is found in the associated basal sandstone sec- 
tion of the Green River formation. 


Oil exploration in the general region about Oil Spring Moun- 
tain began in 1943 with the discovery of the Douglas Creek 
field. There are presently 25 pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases 
totalling 12,180 acres(out of 17,740 acres total)within the 
WSA. These are listed below: 


LEASE NUMBER LEASE DATE ACRES IN WSA 
C-03144 Sat 51 1279 
C-03145 9-1-5) 1675 
C-03324 10-1-51 1699 
C-0121361 5-1-64 62 
C-0127718 5-1-66 320 
C=1751 6-1-67 307 
C-7867 12-1-68 369 
C-8156 1-1-69 63 
c-8591 5-1-69 40 
C-9869 12-1-69 714 
C-10073 1-1-70 308 
C-10697 4-1-70 2204 
C-10698A 4-1-70 871 
C-11450 10-1-70 52 
C-11593 11-11-70 480 
C-=17594 11-1-70 600 
C-11596 11-1-70 188 
C-12277 cf ley 219 
C-12572 4-1-71 13 
C-12761 6-1-7121 320 
C-15330 g=l<72 26 
C-19342 12=1=7:3 40 
C-19344 BS ik) 40 
C-23801 6-1-76 46 
C-29434 3=1=70 245 


The destruction of the natural equilibria of the steep 
slopes characteristic of the area in the course of fos- 
gil fuel exploration has been, and will continue to be, 
the major cause of the mass movement and deterioration 

of water quality. Downward mass movement of large areas 
of unstable soil on steep slopes includes both quiet 
persistent soil creep and slumping as well as landslides, 
rock falls and mud flows. The surface disturbances (main- 
ly road construction associated with mineral exploration 


ay) 
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As one climbs in elevation, the sagebrush community gives 
way to one dominated by pinyon-juniper. The pinyon-juni- 
per lie on the ridges and well-drained areas, growing on 
nearly all aspects and in a range of soil depths. These 
trees are the climax vegetation, with successional stages 
of grasses and shrubs preceding them. The pinyon-juniper 
forest is important wildlife habitat for birds and mammals, 
as well as a necessary factor in watershed maintenance. 


Several types of grasses are found as understory and 

ground cover among the sagebrush and pinyon-juniper. These 
are cheat grass, Indian rice grass, needle grass, western 
and slender wheatgrass, and Colorado wildrye. Many are edi- 
ble, and Indian rice grass was an important staple of the 
natives of the area. 


The progression of ecosystems leads to Douglas fir-aspen 
climax forest at the highest elevations of the W.S.A. 

This occures primarily in the southeastern portion of the 
unit, where the peak for which the WSA is named is loca- 
ted. The Douglas Fir is abundant on the ridges of this 
portion and helps to anchor the loose shaley soil in place, 
as well as providing an aboreal habitat for birds. The 
understory is thick serviceberry and rabbitbrush, as well 
as bluegrass, wheatgrass, and an abundance of wildflowers: 
penstemon, alpine sunflower, Indian paintbrush, Jacobs lad- 
der, long-leaved phlox, arrowleaf balsamroot, and kinick- 
kinick. The Douglas fir should not be timbered due to the 
steepness of the slopes upon which it is located. 


Soil 


Oil Sring Mountain WSA can be described as having Hauvre- 
clendive-Redrob and Rentsac-Moyerson-Blazon soil associa- 
tions. The ridges and mountain soils are well-drained, 
deep, and composed of rocky, shaley, material. The low- 
lying soils are more alkaline in composition, 


Climate 


The prevailing climatic conditions of the Western United 
States characterize Oil Spring Mountain's climate. These 
consist of a progression of fronts through the area in 
winter and stationary highs for much of the summer. The 
Sierra Nevada Mountains block Pacific Ocean moisture while 
the Rocky Mountains deflect Gulf of Mexico moisture resul- 
ting in a semi-arid environment. Precipitation varies 

from 14 to 30 inches per year. Snow depth varies with ele- 
vation from inches to several feet, and snowfall occurs 

from late September through mid-April.. Frequent late-sum- 
mer and early fall thunderstorms provide much of the rain- 
fall with late spring rains also contributing a significant 
portion. Absence of regular summer precipitation results in 
dry creeks and drainages, which are susceptible to severe 
erosion in the aftermath of heavy rainfall during intense 
thunderstorms. The lack of vegetation is due to the paucity 
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undercut the naturally stable slope configurations and 
leads to the above mentioned results. The removal of 
vegetative cover leads to increased erosion. Oil Spring 
Mountain's fate will be that of the surrounding hillsides 
and valleys if exploration expands into the WSA. 


Subsidence due to the removal of oil from weakly consol- 
idated sediments is also a potential hazard. 


There are no mineral claims within the WSA. 


The extensive oil and gas development around the Oil Spring 
Mountain WSA constitutes the primary conflict with wilder- 
ness designation. It is entirely possible that improved 
oil recovery techniques could recover an amount of oil from 
existing wells equivalent to the potential within the WSA 
(presently only 20-50% of the oil is recoverable). The 
ecological uniqueness of Oil Spring Mountain outweighs the 
development opportunities. 


Watershed 


Very little water originates within the WSA. The only ap- 
preciable contribution to the watershed is snowmelt and 
whatever precipitation that falls as rain. No water devel- 
opment projects are proposed for the unit. 


District-wide, erosion is on the increase due to increased 
soil disturbance from overgrazing, ORV use, improperly con- 
structed roads, rights-of-way construction, etc. The region 
is very susceptible to erosion if the vegetative cover is 
removed or disturbed, and trails and roads have a marked 
effect in channeling runoff water, leading to gullying and 
severe erosion. Erosion from shale formations causes river 
pollution due to silt inflow after thunderstorms and due to 
salts leached from the shale. 


The uncontrolled surface disturbing activities due to mineral 
exploration and development are a major problem. 


Grazing 


Cattle grazing currently exists in all WRRA Wilderness Study 
Areas. The local ranching industry is therefore a vocal in- 
fluential interest group concerned with wilderness designa- 
tion. Most ranchers are opposed to wilderness on philosophi- 
cal grounds (preservation vs. development). Ranchers fear 
that grazing would eventually be phased out of areas made 
wilderness as is the case with Dinosaur National Monument 
and other Park Service lands and also that their herds will 
be mismanaged if vehicular access to their cattle is prohibi- 
ted. Some ranchers however, favor wilderness as protection 
for their herds from harassment by four-wheel drivers, es~ 
pecially during hunting season, and as a way of hindering 
the progress of the oil industry. 


Cattle grazing, although permitted in wilderness areas, 
can conflict with wilderness designation when a rancher 
wishes to construct “grazing improvements” on their al- 
lotments(i.e. troughs, fences, chaining). However, no 
ranchers have expressed interest in constructing these 
structures on allotments within wilderness study areas 
in WRRA although the potential is always there. The 
timber specialist for WRRA in Meeker feels that poten- 
tial for chaining these areas would not outweigh the 
cost of subsequent environmental degradation. 


Although ranchers are usually a vocal opposition to 
wilderness designation, many ranchers in the WRRA 
when questioned on the issues either had no opinion 
or saw wilderness as a protective measure for their 
cattle against harrassment by motorized recreation- 
ists. Wilderness designation for any of these WSAs 
does not pose a serious conflict with cattle grazing 
in these areas. 


The following is a list of allotments and corresponding 
permittees within the Oil Spring Mountain WSA: 


WSA ALLOTMENT # PERMITTEE 
Oil Spring Mountain Davy Robinson 
Oil Spring Mountain 6357 Allen Gentry 


Allotment Data 


Allotment # Federal Acres- Private Total AUM's Season # of 


State i Livestock 
6346 9419.20 -- -- 9419.20 1471 w, Sp 227 cow2 
6357 54,668,10 1280 6982.87 62,930.97 3904 Sp,S,F,W 594 cow 


1 the stated amount, of AUM's is 936, but 789 are suspended 
through non-use : 


2 this figure is jointly with allotment number 6347 which has 
a qualification of 63 AUM. 


Allotment Condition and Trend 


Allotment # Condition Trend 
unsatisfactory static 
6357 unsatisfactory down 
Vegetative Manipulation Potentials 
Allot. # Priority Acres- Potential Acres- Potential Total 
Sagebrush AUM pinyon/ AUM _—s— Potential 
Increase juniper Increase Aum 
Increase 
PE a ee TS Be IE rn ae Set Pe SE A UD PS a 
6346 High 441 39 377; 29 68 
6357 High 3168 282 8204 625 907 
aS 
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A herd of wild horses roam freely throughout the dense forests 
on top of Oil Spring Mountain and the open pinyon-juniper and 
sagebrush terrain in the northern portion of the unit. 


Given extensive development taking place in the region sur- 
rounding Oil Spring Mountain, it is imperative to protect 
one small chunk of the region in its natural condition in 
order to provide for the undiminished propagation of the di- 
verse species mentioned above, 


Recreation 


The highest use period of Oil Spring Mountain WSA by recrea- 
tionists occurs during the hunting season. Local hunters 
constitute the largest portion of the total hunter population, 
but some out-of-town hunters also hunt within the WSA through 
outfitters, and guest ranchers. 


Other forms of recreation include hiking, horseback riding, 
birdwatching, photography, rock collecting, and visits to 
the many Fremont culture sites. These forms of recreation 
will become ever more important due to the increasing popu- 
lation pressures with the oncoming energy development of 
western Colorado. 


Cultural Resources 


The area surrounding Oil Spring Mountain WSA has been in- 
ventoried because of extensive development near the WSA. 
Contract archaeologists have found valuable petroglyphs 

at the junction of West End Canyon and Missouri Creek (wes- 
tern boundary of Oil Spring Mountain WSA). No inventory 
has been conducted within the boundaries of the WSA. How- 
ever, sites are believed to exist in this area. 
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Note: The vast majority of allotment #6357 is not with- 
in the WSA, The entire allotment amounts to 54,668 acres. 
Thus, the actual acreage available for for vegetative man- 
ipulation within the WSA may only be a small portion of 
the above figures. 


Given the present unsatisfactory condition of the allot- 
ments, BLM may desire to mechanically manipulate the vege- 
tation to improve the range. This would clearly be incom- 
patible with wilderness designation. It is not presently 
known how much of the manipulative potential acreage is 
within the WSA. 


Timber 


Douglas Fir grow in steep draws and on top of Oil Spring 
Mountain. Presently, no interest has been expressed in 
harvesting trees due to the steep terrain and road con- 
struction costs. 


In the past few decades the practice of chaining has be- 
come widespread. Chaining is a serious conflict with 
wilderness designation(see Grazing). The timber special- 
ist for the White River Resource Area(1980-Allen Shroeder) 
has stated that while the potential for commercial timber 
harvesting is low for these areas, the potential for chain- 
ing is high. Chaining is a very destructive process which 
is responsible for massive erosion and the degenerative 
condition of these rangeland tracts. Both wildlife managers 
and timber specialists oppose this method of grazing manage- 
ment. 


Timber harvesting is not a serious conflict with wilderness 
designation. Little interest exists for commercial remov- 
al of trees in the WSA. Road construction and steep slopes 
prevent tree harvesting from being economically feasible. 


Wildlife 


Oil Spring Mountain is considered critical winter habitat 
for mule deer. Small herds of elk migrate through the 

area, keeping to the higher elevations in summer and moving 
down in the winter. The predators of deer and elk include 
mountain lions and humans. Black bear are also present 
within the area, and historically gray wolf and grizzly bear 
may have inhabited the region. 


Smaller mammals within the WSA include badgers, marmots, gray 
foxes, bobcats, skunks, and coyotes, as well as white-tailed 
prairie dogs, desert cottontails, and nuttalls cottontails. 


The prairie dogs and other rodents, as well as the lagemorphs, 
provide an excellent source of food for the numerous raptors 
in the area. Red-tailed hawks, marsh hawks, golden eagles, 
and great horned owls nest in the canyons and cliffs of the 
area. 
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II. LOCATION OF PROPOSED AREA 


The Troublesome region straddles the Continental Divide along 
the Rabbit Ears Range between Grand and Jackson counties north of 
Kremmling, Colorado. See attached map (Exhibit A). 


Ill. AREA OWNERSHIP 


1. Public Land- The following list outlines the amount of land 
within the proposed wilderness area: 


Tithe Holder 
Dept. of Agriculture 
U.S. Forest Service 


Dept. of Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 


Private Inholding-Matheson Reservoir 


Acreage (approximate) 


76,800 


10,500 


Dh 


RECOMMENDATION 


The Troublesome region qualifies as a wilderness area and 
should be included in the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
The area meets the criteria of naturalness and has outstanding 
opportunities for solitude and primitive and unconfined recreation. 


2. Private Land- The following list details the private inholdings 


within or adjacent to the proposed wilderness 
area: . 


Location Title Holder(s) ~ Access 
4N 80W Saterdal, A. Jeep Way 
$35-SE Rhyne, Charles (Cherrystem-way 
3N 80W Appleman, Robert C not in. wilderness) 
$2-NE,SE,NENW Wuthrich, Fred J 
S11-NE Stothower, Margret Jane 

Garehime, Dr. William James 

Small, James 

Griffith, Earl G. 

Griffith, Gary N. 

Griffith. Jack P. 
4N 79W Diamond Six D Ranches, Jeep Way 
S19 Inc. (Right of way across 
Matheson Reservoir wilderness required) 
3N 79W Griffith, John E. Jeep Road 
$33-SWNE,N2SW, & William G. (Cherrystem- way 

NWSE not in wilderness) 

3N 79W ze ps 
S$22-SENE,E2SE 
$23-SWNW 


$2-SESW,SWSE 
S11-NENW,SENW 


4N 78W 
$33-S2NW,NWSW, 


Lots 6,9,11,12,17, 
18,19,20,23,24,26 


$34-Lots 2,3,5,6 


Mountain Ranch Associates Dirt Road 
Limited Partnership (Cherrystem- road 
“Colorado Ranch" not in wilderness) 


IV. 


3N 
$12-SWSE, 


QUALIFICATIONS FOR WILDERNESS 
1. NATURALNESS: 


Topography. vegetation and wildlife- From the snow-capped 
peaks climbing above 12,000’ along the Continental Divide through 
thickly forested slopes highlighted with rushing mountain streams to 
the dry rolling hills of the Colorado River Valley, the Troublesome 
area exhibits a variety of terrain features unique to the region. 
Particularly impressive are the large number of riparian meadows 
that dot the landscape. This wide variation in topography and 
elevation contains a complex mix of ecosystems ranging from 
subalpine tundra to semiarid grasslands which flank a broad belt of 
forest and woodland environments. The region's thick fir and pine 
forests, numerous aspen groves, rich grassy meadows, ample water, 
and undisturbed condition provide an excellent habitat for an 
extensive wildlife population. Bear, bobcat, golden eagles, prairie 
falcons, deer and reintroduced moose are among the larger species. 
The large elk herds of the Middle and North Parks move freely 
across the area. The clean and pure waters of the Troublesome and 
Rabbit Ears Creek drainages supports the overall health and vitality 


of the ecosystem. 


- Most significant human impacts in the 
Troublesome region have been excluded from the proposed 
wilderness area. Two access ways, though, remain within the 
boundaries. The first way begins in the BLM land (R80W, T3N, Sect. 
12) and leads to the private inholding around Matheson Reservoir. 
The second route, Forest Service Access #104, decays into a way as it 
heads east along the Divide away from the radio towers (R80W, T4N, 
approx. Sect. 3) and then south into the Troublesome drainage. Due 
to the fragile nature of the alpine environment along the Divide near 
the radio towers, it is recommended that this way be closed and 
returned to its natural condition. Although Forest Access #104 west 
of the radio towers is not in the proposed wilderness (it is a 
boundary), it is also recommended that use of the way be restricted 
to vehicles servicing the radio tower facility in order to minimize the 
impact on the delicate tundra in the region. In addition to these 
ways, the proposed wilderness includes the impacts surrounding the 
private inholding around Matheson Reservoir (R79W, T4N, Sect. 19). 
It is recommended that this land be purchased in order to preserve 
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heavily on hunting and fishing to compliment the extensive tourism 
revenues generated by interest in the Troublesome area. These 
sources, vital to the economies of Grand and Jackson Counties, would 
be irreparably and substantially damaged by any further lumber or 
mineral development. 


The area is particularly suitable for hiking and backpacking. 
Various foot and horse trails exist in the region and allow for trips 
ranging from dayhikes to week-long pack adventures. A variety of 
geological and natural wonders, along with the abundant wildlife and 
scenic vistas enhance the wilderness experience. The overgrown and 
abandoned ways provide additional access into the interior of the 
unit, Wintertime uses such as cross-country skiing and snowshoeing, 
in addition to summertime rockclimbing, are also increasing in the 
region. 


RESOURCE CONFLICTS 
1. Qil_ and Gas Leasing: The following table details the extent 
of oil and gas leasing within the 
proposed boundaries of the 
Troublesome unit. As of June, 1989 all 
- ing. See 
attached map (Exhibit B). 
Lease # Lessee/Address Datelssued 
Case Closed 
2-9-89 


80 33943 
Lots 3,8,10 


$13-S2S2,W2W2, 


3N 
S$14-N2NE, Lots 


N2N2 


Action 
Suspended, 
Established 
11-22-82 


80W 45107 Ricou, Wally J 
605 Sarah Ct. 
7,8 Virginia Beach, VA 


23464 


the region's wilderness characteristics. Remains of drilling activities 
at the base of Haystack Mountain and north of the Corral Peaks also 
impact the area but are in the process of natural revegetation and do 
not represent a permanent impact on the naturalness of the region. 
All other ways within the proposed unit are being restored to their 
pristine condition via natural processes and do not represent a 
significant or permanent impact. The hiking trails within the unit 
are to be used for primitive recreation and hunting and do not 
detract from the outstanding wilderness characteristics of the region. 
The minor range fences and one stock pond in the BLM section 
likewise due not represent impacts that are incompatible with 
wilderness designation. 


2. 5 
The region offers outstanding opportunities for solitude. The 
size of the area allows unlimited choices for visitors to disperse 
themselves within the unit. The overall ruggedness of the 
topography, combined with the thick forest cover and numerous 
drainages, effectively screen persons within the unit. Sweeping 
vistas available from the ridgetops and along the Continental Divide 
further enhance this feeling of solitude and naturalness. The views 
from the Divide across Middle Park and the Gore Range to the south, 
to the Indian Peaks, Longs Peak, and the Never Summer Range to the 
east, across North Park and the Medicine Bows to the north, and to 
the Flattops and Park Range to the west are nothing less than awe- 
inspiring. 
The impact of any activities within the private inholdings or 
* cherrystemmed areas do not impair the qualities of the unit and are 
effectively minimized due to the shielding effect of the terrain. 
Grazing activities, permitted within a wilderness area, are effectively 
dispersed throughout the region and do not detract from the superb 
feelings of solitude. 


3. OPPORTUNITIES FOR PRIMITIVE, UNCONFINED RECREATION : 


The entire unit offers a variety of outstanding opportunities for 
primitive and unconfined recreation. Due to the extensive wildlife 
populations, hunting is a major activity in the region. The fall elk 
hunting season attracts visitors from around the country. The 
pristine waters of Rabbit Ears and Troublesome Creeks, among 
others, also provides superb trout fishing to the sportsperson. The 
nearby communities of Kremmling, Granby and Walden depend 


Location Lease # Lessee/Address Date Issued 
3N 80W Case Closed 
$2-All 2-9-89 
$3-S2N2,Lots 

5-8 
4N 80W 
S34-All 
S35-All 


4N 80W 
$26-All 
$27-All 
$28-All 


28928 Case Closed 


2-9-89 


4N 80W 
$24-All 
S25-All 


17257 ont 


4N 80W 
$16-All 
$21-All 
$22-All 
$23-All 


28927 Me 


4N 80W 
S5-Lot 3,4 
S6-Lot 1-4 
5N 80W 
S31-E2,E2W2, 
Lots 1-4 


33051 Case Cancelled on 


3-1-89 


4N 80W 
S5-S2NE,SE 
Lots 1,2 
5N 80W 
$29-E2 
$33-NW 


46186 Rejected on 


12-16-87 


2. Grazing: The following table details the extent of 
grazing permitted on the Troublesome unit. 
See attached map (Exhibit C). 
Note: USFS Districts--> MP=Routt NF, Middie Park 
NP =Routt NF, North Park 
S  =Arapaho NF, Sulphur 


Allotment #, Permittee Acreage A.U.M. Season 
Name (Total Fed.) 
7588 Matheson Ranch 4156(BLM) 350 Cattle 7/1-9/30 
7565 Diamond Six D 6042(BLM) 380 Cattle IN-9/1 
7580 Lucille Wall 1092(BLM) 210 Cattle 5/16-6/30 
601-MP Matheson,Lynn 1121(USFS) 171 Cattle TN-10/15 
Antelope 
602-MP Ritschard Cattle Co. 1910(USFS) 489 Cattle 7/12-10/2 
Carter Creek  & Carter Mtn. Land 
Co. 
607-MP Palmer, Lioyd 9430(USFS) 304 Cattle 7/1-10/1 
Corral Creek  & Scholl Ranches, ty 
Inc, 

616-MP Diamond Six D 9170(USFS) 230 Cattle 7N-10/7 
Grass Ranch , 

' 623-MP Haworth, Jack, 11681(USFS) 1984 Cattle T/1-10/15 
Lindsey Arapaho Livestock & Horse 
628-MP Troublesome 1645(USFS) 15 Cattle 5/16-6/30 
Monument Valley Ranch 
635-MP Griffith, William G. 1563(USFS) 81 Cattle 5/16-6/30 
Pete Gulch & Jack 
643-MP Wheatley, Kenneth 7720(USFS) 107 Cattle 8/1-9/30 
Rabbit Ears - 
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3. Water Rights: The following table details the current water 
rights in the region. (Source; Water Rights Report, 
July 1, 1988 - State Engineer's Office, Denver) 


Name of Structure Struc.Type Location Usage Type of Right 

Minimum Flow, None R78W, T4N, None Supplemental 

Mulstay Creek Sect. 24 

Minimum Flow, None R78W, T4N, None Supplemental 

Trail Creek Sect. 26 

Minimum Fiow, None R79W, TSN, Min, Supplemental 

E. Fork Arapaho Creek Sect. 30 Flow 

Minimum Flow, None R80W, T4N, Min. Supplemental 

M.Fork Arapaho Creek Sect. 1 Flow 

Brumsted Spring Spring R80W, T4N, Rec., Supplemental 
Sect. 34 Stock 

Matheson Reservoir R79W, T4N, Irrig. Supplemental 

Reservoir Sect. 19 


4, Mineral Rights: There are no existing mineral claims in the 
Troublesome unit as of June, 1989. 


5. Timber: Although the Rabbit Ears Range exhibits 
substantial evidence of logging activities, these 
impacts are not within the proposed boundary, 
Ongoing timber sales in the region are also 
excluded from the proposed wilderness. The 
management of the North Park District of Routt 
National Forest, however, is actively pursuing the 
exiraction of wood products from its district. 
Timbering plans concerning the area in question 
for the Middle Park District of Routt and for the 
Sulphur District of Arapaho National Forest have 
been suspended pending formation of the next 
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Allotment #, Permittee Acreage A.U.M. Season 
Name (Total Fed.) 

655-MP Griffith, William G 45689(USFS) 1886 Cattle T/1-10/5 
Troublesome & Jack, 


Trb, Valley Ranch 


401-NP Meyring Livestock 14521(USFS) 1170 Cattle 7/1-9/30 

Arapaho/ Co. ; 

Little Haystack 

405-NP Stephens Brothers 16798(USFS) 647 Cattle 9/8-10/15 

Buffalo 

410-NP Stephens Brothers 2060(USFS) 60 Cattie Nonuse 

Little Buffalo 

415-NP PADJ Cattle Co. 17163(USFS) 257 Cattle 7/16-9/30 

Parkview 

Hyannis-NP Vacant 16400(USFS) Horse 

Buffalo-S Ainsley Ranch 12100(USFS) 210 Cattle 7/1-9/30 
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Forest Plan due in the early 1990's. The BLM 
section of the proposed area, as long as its status 
remains as a Wilderness Study Area, is excluded 
from any timber development. 


VI. CURRENT MANAGEMENT 


The proposed wilderness area is comprised of units of the Forest 
Service and The Bureau of Land Management. The Kremmling Resource 
Area of the Craig District Office of the BLM, based in Kremmling, currently 
manages the BLM section as a Wilderness Study Area according to the 
BLM's Interim Management Policy and Lands Under Wilderness Review 
(December 12, 1979). According to the Kremmling Resource 
Management Plan, 1985 Record of Decision, the BLM has recommended 
that this area be managed in the future as non-wiiderness. The following 
table and attached map (Exhibit D) detail this plan. 

The responsibilities for the Forest Service sections are divided 
between Routt and Arapaho National Forests. The majority of these lands 
fall within Routt and are split between the North and Middle Park Ranger 
Districts based in Walden and Kremmling, respectively. The far eastern 
section of USFS land is overseen by the Sulphur Ranger District of Arapaho 
National Forest based in Granby. The following table and attached maps 
(Exhibit E) detail the current management status of Forest Service lands. 
This information was obtained from the current Land and Resource 
Management Plan(s) issued by Routt and Arapaho National Forests. 


BL M_ Land Use Descripti 


Forest Products = Public lands in these areas would be 
committed to the growth and harvesting of 
commercial forest products through intensive 
management. These areas are suitable for 
growing and producing forest products on a 
sustained yield basis. 


Livestock = Public lands in these areas would be 
committed to the production of livestock 
forage and grazing of livestock. Grazing and 
range management would be the priority use. 
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Water Segments of streams on BLM land are 
managed to enhance either water quality or 
fisheries. Water quality on these segments 
would be protected to maintain minimum 


State water quality standards. 


Note: Map Exhibit D details the distribution of these prescriptions. 
E Service M A Einphasl 


Rural and roaded natural recreation opportunities. Timber 
harvest includes clearcutting and shelterwood. 


iS) 
wo 
' 


3A= Semiprimitive nonmotorized recreation such as hiking or cross 
country skiing. Timber harvest includes clearcutting, 
shelterwood and selection. 


4B= Wildlife habitat management. Semiprimitive motorized 
recreation allowed to extent that optimum habitat for selected 
species is maintained. 


SA= Wildlife winter range for deer, elk and bighorn sheep in 
nonforested areas. Closed to motorized use in winter. 


SB= Wildlife winter range for deer, elk and bighorn sheep in 
forested areas. Tree stand improvement to improve winter 
range may be clearcut, shelterwood or selection. 


6B= Range improverment/maintenance. Improvements may include 
seeding, burning, spraying, crushing or plowing as well as 
Structural improvements. 


7E= Wood fiber production and utilization on suitable timber land 
on slopes less than 40 percent using shelterwood harvest 
methods in spruce-fir forests and clearcut methods in lodgepole 
pine forests. Semiprimitive motorized and nonmotorized 
recreational opportunities will be provided, 


9B 


Increased water yield through vegetative treatments such as 
clearcutting. 


Note: Map Exhibit E details the distribution of these prescriptions. 
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VII. ROUNDARY DISCUSSION 


Based on an extensive field study conducted by the University of 
Colorado Wilderness Study Group in June and July of1989, the attached 
map outlines the boundaries of the proposed Troublesome Wilderness Area. 
(Exhibit F), 

Starting with the intersection of Cabin Creek with Colorado Highway 
# 125 (R77W, T3N, Approx. Sect. 19) in the southeast corner of the unit, 
the proposed boundary follows the highway north until it meets Mulstay 
Creek. The access road into the private inholding of the Colorado Ranch 
(R78W, T4N, Sect. 33), along with any human impacts near the ranch have 
been cherrystemed out of the wilderness. Turning up the old logging road 
on the north side of Mulstay Creek and avoiding any remaining remnants 
of timbering activities, the boundary climbs Parkview Mountain, Excluding 
private mining impacts on the north slope of Parkview, the boundary then 
follows the Continental Divide across the summit of Haystack Mtn., drops 
through Troublesome Pass and reaches Forest Service Access Road #730 at 
the base of Sheep Mountain, 

From the base of Sheep-Mtn., the boundary crosses the Divide to the 
southwest to exclude the impacts of roads built to service the old 
Anaconda Mining explorations. After recrossing the Divide north across 
Poison Ridge, the boundary drops along the edge of Forest Service access 
toads, skirts away from the Green Ridge Timber Sale area near Grassy Run 
and meets Buffalo Creek, which it takes to the limit of public land (R78W, 
TSN, Sect. 5). The perimeter then follows the Forest Service boundary, 
turns south along the edge of the remnants of the Arapaho Lakes Timber 
Sale area, passes to the east of Two Ledge Reservoir, eventually running 
south along the western base of Arapaho Ridge. Excluding logging impacts 
as it crosses the East Fork of Arapaho Creek, the boundary reaches the 
summit of Hyannis Peak before crossing the Middle Fork of Arapaho Creck 
as it climbs up to rejoin the Divide (R8O0W, T4N, Approx. Sect. 12). The 
boundary then runs west along the Divide, crosses the way mentioned in 
Section IV(1.) of this report, and follows the radio tower access road 
(#104) until it meets access road #103. 

Following the eastern limit of past logging cuts along the western 
base of Red and White Slide Mountains, the wilderness’ western edge runs 
south until it reaches the public/private boundary (R80W, T4N, Sect. 20). 
The boundary then heads east along the BLM/USFS edge until it hits Rabbit 
Ears Creek, Running along the eastern edge of the irrigation ditch that 
draws water from the creek, the boundary heads south as it crosses the 
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VI. PROPOSED MANAGEMENT 


Due to the outstanding recreational, scenic, and natural qualities of 
the entire Troublesome region, it is recommended that the BLM and Forest 
Service sections be combined into one wilderness unit. The individual 
agencies, however, will continue to have authority over the lands within 
their current boundaries. 

As the only major mountain chain within Colorado that lacks either a 
designated or proposed wilderness area, the Rabbit Ears Range deserves 
prompt consideration. The BLM's decision not to recommend designating 
its section as wilderness (Kremmling RMP, 1985 Record of Decision) was | 
based in large part on the Forest Service's designation of its adjacent | 
sections as non-wilderness (LRMP, Routt and Arapaho Forests). if the | 
area is considered as a whole, the distinctions between the different 
sections disappear. Both sections exhibit the same basic outstanding 
characteristics whose ecosystems are inexorably intertwined. Watershed 
protection of the Rabbit Ears and Troublesome Creek drainages depends on 
preservation of both sections together. The basic wilderness experience 
available to the visitor will be substantially enhanced by protecting the 
combined region from development. Any resource extraction activity in 
one area would impair the wilderness qualities of the other. Thus it is 
imperative that the region be viewed and protected as a whole. With no 
current resource impediments to wilderness designation, the entire area 
can be preserved without conflict. 

It is therefore recommended that the region within the proposed 
boundaries be viewed as one unit for the purpose of wilderness 
designation. Taken as a whole, the Troublesome region is a worthy 
addition to the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
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end of the way that services the ditch. The limit of BLM land now forms 
the western edge of the wilderness as it continues south. 

The boundary crosses Troublesome Creck before it cherrystems the 
private inholdings and access way that heads north from R80W, T3N, Sect. 
13. After crossing the access way, the boundary heads south along the 
BLM perimeter to the USFS edge, excluding the BLM lands west of the 
Bighorn Subdivision. The USFS limit forms the southwestern edge of the 
wilderness until it swings north (R79W, T2N, Sect. 10). This stretch is 
marked by a major cherrystem of the access road and private inholdings 
along the East Fork of Troublesome Creek. As of July, 1989 these 
inholdings were being offered for sale by the owners. 

The southeastern boundary then follows the edge of past logging 
impacts along the ridge that culminates in the Corral Peaks. The perimeter 
then drops along Forest Access Road #112 until it meets the headwaters of 
Sawmill Gulch. It then skirts logging impacts as it turns south away from 
Sawmill Gulch until it meets Road #112, which it follows until the road's 
intersection with Highway #125. 

In addition to the attached boundary maps, a complete photo 
inventory of the region was completed. All possible human impacts 
defining the perimeter of the unit were catalogued. All insignificant 
impacts within the unit were also photographed as evidence of the 
naturalness of the region. This documentation, along with photographs 
depicting the scenic beauty of the region, gives an overall view of the area 
as a whole and serves as visual 
support to the wilderness proposal. 
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VIII. WILDERNESS ACCESS 


In order to facilitate the public's use of the proposed wilderness area, 
certain primary access routes are available. These entryways compliment 
the network of hiking and riding trials that highlight the natural wonders 
of the land. The entire region from south of the Corral Peaks in the 
southeast along the Divide at Parkview and Sheep Mountains to the USFS 
boundary along Buffalo Creek in the north can be casily reached via the 
numerous USFS access roads thet cut into the mountains from Colorado 
#125. Likewise, the western sections near Arapaho Ridge and the Divide 
can be reached from access roads heading in from U.S. # 40 and Colorado 
#14, 

The BLM section of the proposed unit, although bordered by private 
lands to the south and west, also does not present an access problem. The 
main Troublesome drainage can be reached by dropping down from the 
end of the USFS roads lying at the base of Sheep Mountain along the Divide 
(i.e. the old Anaconda Mining roads). Any trails in this region, however, 
must respect the property rights of the private inholdings along Matheson 
Reservoir. Access to the Rabbit Ears drainage is available by following the 
old logging road heading east (USFS #103) past White Slide Mountain. A 
small clearing at the end of the road near the headwaters of Antelope 
Creek provides an ideal entry point into the wilderness. 
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RECOMMENDATION 


The Pinyon Ridge region qualifies as a wilderness area and 
should be included in the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
The area meets the criteria of naturalness and has outstanding 
opportunities for solitude or primitive and unconfined recreation. 


Il. LOCATION OF PROPOSED AREA 


The Pinyon Ridge region straddles the border between Moffat 
and Rio Blanco counties approximately thirty miles northwest of 
Meeker, Colorado, See attached map (Exhibit A). 


Il. AREA OWNERSHIP 
Title Holder Acreage (approximate) 
Dept. of Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 19,200 
State of Colorado 900 
TOTAL 20,100 
2 


6- 43 


IV. QUALIFICATIONS FOR WILDERNESS 


1. NATURALNESS: 

Topography, vegetation and wildlife- The region exhibits a 
varied terrain consisting of a series of rolling hills in the eastern 
sections rising to the impressive heights of Pinyon Ridge towards the 
west before plunging steeply to a broad basin highlighted with high 
mesas and deep side-canyons. Numerous seasonal! streams cut into 
the ridge from the east and isolate various drainages as they wind 
their way up the ridge. The vegetation is a mixture of sagebrush, 
grasses, and cactii in the lower elevations with pinyon-juniper 
foresting the hills and the ridge. Due to the varying elevations and 
topography, a variety of wildlife exists in the region. Eagles and other 
raptors build their nests on the ridge and prey on the extensive 
prairie dog population while larger mammals such as coyotes and 
deer inhabit the forested slopes. 


Impacts of Humans- Although the area does contain a 


number of minor ways associated with grazing activities, these do not 
significantly impact the region. All of the ways within the proposed 
boundary are substantially overgrown with native vegetation and are 
in many cases obscured by chest-high sagebrush. Considering the 
relatively large distances between these ways as they fade into the 
ridge, they cannot be viewed as detracting from the naturalness of 
the area. The few grazing stockponds that exist are also well 
blended-in with the native surroundings. The occasional grazing 
fences likewise do not represent a major impact. 


2. OPPORTUNITIES FOR SOLITUDE: 


The region offers outstanding Opportunities for solitude. The 
numerous drainages on the east slopes of Pinyon Ridge effectively 
shield a visitor and minimize the chances of encountering others. The 
extensive pinyon-juniper coverage, especially in the higher 
elevations, affords excellent coverage and screening in all areas. The 
sweeping scenic vistas obtained from the ridgetops further enhance 
the feeling of solitude. Views across the White River Valley to the 
south, towards the Danforth Hills to the east, and west to the mesas of 
the Rangely Basin are spectacular, 


V. RESOURCE CONFLICTS 


1 HL ana tas Leasing: 
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primitive recreation. 
is the primary recreational use at present. 


3. OPPORTUNITIES FOR PRIMITIVE, UNCONFINED RECREATION: 


The region offers a variety of outstanding opportunities for 


Due to the various wildlife populations, hunting 
Access to the interior of 


the area is facilitated by the few overgrown ways that enable the 
visitor to reach vantage points throughout the unit. The area is 
particularly suitable for hiking due to the outstanding scenic qualities 
outlined previously. The overgrown ways actually provide excellent 
foot and horse trails for exploration of the region. 
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VI. CURRENT MANAGEMENT 


The White River Resource Area of the Craig District of the 
Bureau of Land Management which oversees the Pinyon Ridge area is 
currently in the process of developing a final management plan for 
the region. As of June, 1989 the interim Management Framework 
Plan is in effect. This plan emphasizes the maintenance of livestock 
grazing as the primary use of the region. Other management 
Priorities stress the area's importance for recreational hunting as well 
as winter range for deer and elk. 


VI. BOUNDARY DISCUSSION 


Based on an extensive field study conducted by the University 
of Colorado Wilderness Study Group in June, 1989 the attached map 
(Exhibit D) outlines the boundaries of the proposed Pinyon Ridge 
Wilderness Area. 

The southern limit of the area corresponds with the 
BLM/private land boundary. The eastern boundary follows the jeep 
trail northward along McAndrews Gulch. Although the trail is 
basically a way for the most part, the trail serves as a definitive 
management boundary for the area. The remainder of the eastern 
border excludes the private land in 3N 98W Sects. 3,10 ,then follows a 
second jeep road north until it meets the excluded private land in 4N 
98W Sects. 23,26. 

The northern boundary is defined by jeep.roads and the 
presence of oil and gas exploration impacts north of the Coal Creek 
drainage. The steep topography of Coal Creek effectively shields the 
remainder of the unit from these impacts. Except for the excluded 
Private land in 3N 98W Sect 6, the western border runs along an 
Overgrown way that runs above an underground gas pipeline. Access 
to the mesas, drainages and deep side-canyons on the west face of 
Pinyon Ridge is available from this pipeline way. 

In addition to the attached boundary maps, a complete photo 
inventory of the region was completed.” All possible human impacts 
defining the perimeter of the unit were catalogued, All insignificant 
impacts within the unit were also photographed as evidence of the 
naturalness of the region. This documentation, along with 
photographs depicting the Scenic beauty of the region, gives an 
overall view of the area as a whole and serves as visual 
Support to the wilderness proposal. 
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PROPOSAL 


The Wilderness Study Group (WSG) proposes that the 
area known as West Cold Springs be included in the 
National Wilderness Preservation System. The Bureau 
of Land Management (BLM) has identified 17,552 acres 
ag West Cold Springs Wilderness Study Area (WSA). The 
WSG proposed West Cold Springs Wilderness Area encom- 
passes approximately 25,000 acres. The WSG recommends 
the following additions to the existing WSA boundaries 
as defined by the BLM: 7,680 acres east of the WSA 
(excluding Matt Trail) and 320 acres at the head of 
Little Beaver Creek. Because the natural area east of 
the WSA is larger than 5,000 acres is size, one of the 
criteria used to determine an area's eligibility for 
wilderness designation, it could also be separately 
considered for wilderness, For the purposes of this 
proposal, it is included within the proposed West Cold 
Springs Wilderness Area at the point where Matt Trail 
fades. (see map) 


Rationale for additions to the WSA as defined by BLM: 
(1) The 320 acres at the head of Little Beaver 
Creek are undisturbed except for a slightly 
developed spring. This valley has exceptional 
wilderness qualities and should be included 
in the proposed wilderness area. 


{2} Though the Matt Trail is quite obvious, the land 
to the east of it is primarily unaffected by 
the imprints of man. Matt Trail is closed to 
motorized travel, but it is still used as 
a cattle drive trail. Where it leaves the woods 
at the top of the slope the trail fades out 
and the additional area could easily be connec- 
ted at this point to the main area. 


PURPOSE 


This proposal is being submitted as public comment in the 
course of the BLM Wilderness Inventory. The Wilderness 
Inventery, as required by section 603 of the Federal 

Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976, directs 
BLM to review its lands in order to assess the wilderness 
Suitability of them in accordance with the criteria 

of the Wilderness Act {section 2). The BLM has ident- 
fied those roadless areas consisting of five thousand 
acres or more or adjacent tc existing or adminis- 
tratively proposed wilderness which meet the suitability 
eriteria for inclusion within the National Wilderness 
Preservation System. These areas are referred to as 
Wilderness Study Areas (WSA). The BLM will make recom- 
mendations to Congress as to the wilderness suitability 


(7) There are no water development conflicts with 
wilderness designation of Cold Springs Mountain. No 
major projects are proposed and the developments 
present are of little consequence. 


(8) The impacts of man in the proposed West Cold 
Springs Wilderness Area are negligible for the most 
part. 


(9) The manageability of the proposed wilderness 

area should be straight forward, though more restraint 
of cattle grazing in the previously designated 
wildlife set-aside is necessary. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


(1) The CU Wilderness Study Group recommends that 
the 17,552 acres of the BLM West Cold Springs WSA 
be designated wilderness along with an additional 
7,680 acres to the east of the Matt Trail and 320 
acres at the head of Little Beaver Creek. 


(2) Stricter management of the wildlife set-aside 
adjacent to Brown's Park National Wildlife Refuge 
should be implemented in order to prevent cattle 
from intruding upon the area. 


REST COLD SPRINGS WSA 








or non-suitability of each of the WSAs by 1991. The 
recommendations are to be made in the course of the 
regular planning process (except for accelerated studies 
on special interest areas) and are to include an analysis 
ef the existing resources (minerals, grazing, wilderness, 
etc.) within each area as well as the potential opportu- 
nities foregone through designation of the area as 
wilderness or non«wilderness. Public comment is to be 
solicited on these decisions. 


The University of Colorado Wilderness Study Group wishes 
to participate in the wilderness study process ag pro- 
vided for in the Draft Wilderness Study Policy. Wilderness 
is a unique and irreplaceable resource which will be 
irreparably and irretrievably lost if activities incom- 
patible with wilderness are allowed to occur within 
West Cold Springs WSA. We therefore request that this 
document representing our position on West Cold Springs 
WSA be included in the public record and be considered 
during the decision-making phase of the resource 
management plan. 


CONCLUSIONS 


(1) The geography of Cold Springs Mountain includes 

a pinyon-juniper woodland on broken, cliffy slopes of 

red quartzite that is unique among existing or potential 
Colorado wilderness areas. This topography allows for 
excellent opportunities for solitude and primitive rec- 
reation in an ecologically unique area. 


(2) No conflict exists between wilderness designation 
and grazing since grazing is permitted to continue 

in wilderness areas. The existing forage agreement 
should be enforced to restrict competition between 
livestock and big game animals. 


(3) There is minimal conflict between wilderness 
designation and mineral exploration since the Cold 
Springs unit is comprised primarily of the Uinta 
Mountain Group which is of little economic mineral 
value. 


(4) West Cold Springs has excellent opportunities for 
solitude and unconfined recreation due to its ecological 
and topographical diversity. 


(5) The educational and scientific values of Cold 
Springs have great potential, particularly in the 
fields of archaeology and wildlife biology. 


(6) Cold Springs Mountain has no potential for commercial 
timber sales other than for firewood. Thus no conflicts 
exist between wilderness designation and commercial 
timber operations. 


Proposed West Cold Springs 
Wilderness Area 


General Location 
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Proposed West Cold Springs 
Wilderness Area 


General Configuration 
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INTRODUCTION 


West Cold Springs is on the south face of Cold 
Springs Mountain--an extension of the Uintah range 
of mountains into Colorado. The Uintah mountains 

are an east-west trending mountain range, one of 

the few in the United States. Their rocks too are 
unique--resistant pink quartzites and schists called 
the Uintah Mountain Group. This group provides pink 
cliffs and talus slopes of metamorphic rocks, with 
streaks of black and white schist and gneiss. The 
mountain has a wealth of wildlife and the springs from 
water trapped on the mountaintop provide lush streaks 
of vegetation down the slopes. Due to this unique 
combination of natural bounty, the mountainside 

is beyond doubt of wilderness quality. 


The following report provides a description of the 
natural attributes of the area as well as information 
on resources available within the area. 


AREA DESCRIPTION 


Physical Geography: 


The proposed West Cold Springs Wilderness Area is 
located in Moffat County, Colorado and Daggett County, 
Utah. The BLM wilderness study area includes 17,552 
acres; CUWSG proposes the addition of about 8,000 
acres, giving a total acreage of 25,552 acres. 


The proposed wilderness area is on the south slope 
of Cold Springs Mountain, with elevation ranging 
from 5,800 feet in Brown's Park to 8,200 feet on 
some of the ridges at the north boundary of the area. 
The slope is steep-about 150 feet per mile over 

most of the area-and guite rugged. 


Climate: 


The climate of the area is characterized by low 
precipitation, large daily temperature fluctuation, 
and lots of sunshine. Precipitation, which varies 
quite a bit from year to year and from low to high 
elevations, averages around 12-18 inches per year. 
Temperature averages about 40 degrees F and ranges 
from subzero temperatures to the low nineties. 
Prevailing winds are from the west. 


Population and Economy: 


Local population growth is largely due to an increase 
of mineral exploration and development in the area. 
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The population of Moffat County, for instance, has 
doubled from 6525 in 1970 to 13,129 in 1980. 
Population centers near the proposed West Cold Springs 
Wilderness Area include the following: 


Craig 8134 
Steamboat Springs 5087 
Meeker 2362 
Hayden 1731 


Total populations for Moffat and Routt Counties are: 


Moffat 13,129 
Routt 13,374 


Local economies include coal mining (there is a 
mine south of Craig and several nearby) and its 
associated power plants, oil and gas, and various 


-other minor mineral possibilities. Other activities 


are farming, extensive ranching, and supportive 
businesses within the towns. 


Anthropology: 


The earliest people to venture into this area may have 
done so up to 12,000 years ago. Rare paleo-points 
found at Beaver Creek and elsewhere in the region 
date back about 10,000 years. Later, Northwestern 
Plains cultures and Desert and Great Basin archaic 
cultures overlapped with southwestern influence. 
Among the southwestern cultures, the one best 

known here is the Fremont Culture (possibly an out- 
growth of the southwestern Anasazi Indians) that 
occupied the vicinity around 400 to 800 A.D. These 
people apparently practiced agriculture at the 

Castle Rock site on the Yampa River above Echo Park 
in Dinosaur National Monument (Burgh, Scoggin, 1948). 
The same culture may have hunted on Cold Springs 
Mountain. The mountains, however, were probably not 
condusive to permanent dwelling--just hunting camps-- 
although there is always a possibility that Beaver 
Creek and the sandstone cliffs provided conditions 
for year-round occupation. 


History: 


Ute Indians were present in or near Cold Springs 
Mountain when the first Spanish visited the White 
River basin in 1776. The Utes remained in the 
area until 1881, though prior to this fear of them 
prevented much activity other than some trapping, 
gold mining and exploring by men such as John C. 
Fremont (1844) and John Wesley Powell (1869). 

In 1869, however, the Union Pacific came within 
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60 miles of northwest Colorado and cattlemen moved 

into Brown's Park. By 1871 there was a major cattle 
industry along the Little Snake, Green, and Yampa 
Rivers and increasing conflicts with the Utes. In 

1879, Nathan C. Meeker caused the first major clash 

by insisting that the Utes dress and act like white 
men. The Utes rebelled, troops were sent to quell the 
rebellion, but Meeker was killed in an ambush. Finally, 
in 1881 the Utes were forcibly moved into Utah. 


With the land free of the hostile Utes, homesteaders 
and sheepemn moved in and major towns were estab- 
lished. Sheep wars near the end of the century 
brought in militia again, but relative peace even- 
tually was established. 


The commencement of government management of public 
lands with the creation of the White River Timber 
Reserve (1891), Routt National Forest (1905), and 
Arapahoe National Forest (1908) caused bitterness 
among area ranchers. The end of the open range was 
not long in coming. The Taylor Grazing Act (1934) 
regulated grazing on the public domain and the estab- 
lishment of the Bureau of Land Management in 1946 
further limited private enterprise on America's 
public lands. 


Energy devebpment has long offered economic promise 
to northwest Colorado. The population of Moffat 
County has doubled in recent years with concurrent 
impacts on the arid land, Development of uranium in 
the Brown's Park formation and coal from the nearby 
Mesa Verde Group portend more expansion near Craig 
and in northwest Colorado. These developments 
threaten to create new social conflicts as the best 
uses for our public lands are decided. 


Geology: 


In the Cold Springs Breaks the Brown's Park Formation 
(white to yellow-white sandstone and siltstone) lies 
directly on top of two billion year old pre-cambrian 
rocks. Because of the east-west faulted Uintah 
anticline, the core of older pre-cambrian rock is 
exposed in the north part of the area with the Brown's 
Park Formation lying only in the southern margin. 

Most of the proposed wilderness area therefore contains 
the pre-cambrian rocks, and it is these that give the 
country much of its rugged beauty. 


The pre-cambrian rocks are pink or dark red sandstone, 
shales, and conglomerates that are barely metamorphosed; 
they still retain much of their original texture. 


Distinctive horizontal bedding or jointing causes the 
rock to form short cliffs that fringe the top of the 


and numerous frogs. Farther up in steep-walled red canyons, the 
steepest of which is Beaver Creek, nesting and den sites are plent- 
iful and have often been used. ‘The canyons are a wintering area for 
bald eagles. 


The best variant in the area is the topographic change over a short 
range of a few miles. At the bottom, Brown's Park provides a lush 
low wetland that varies in many ways from the wet high altitude 
country on top of the mountain. In between, the desert-like bad- 
lands of the Brown's Park Formation grade up into the ponderosa and 
pinyon pine of the upper slopes. Occasional aspen groves near springs 
and streams. provide a pleasant change. The elevation change is 
invaluable to animals--in cold winters elk and deer migrate down 
into the warmer area below, and in spring and summer the cool upper 
slopes provide calving grounds and forage areas. In addition, the 
variety of environments gives a variety of smaller non-migratory 
animals. 


The list of animals includes chukars, partridges, one of the highest 
mountain lion populations per acre in the state (about 50 in the 
entire area), 250 head of elk, antelope, some bear, sage grouse, 

blue grouse, coyotes, pinyon grey fox, bobcat, beaver in Beaver Creek, 
Cooper's hawks, deer, and many small animals. The area is ecolog- 
ically extremely rich. 


Qonclusion: The geography of Cold Springs Mountain includes a 
Pinyon-juniper woodland on broken cliffy slopes of red quartzite 
that is unique among existing or potential Colorado wildermess areas. 
This topography allows for solitude and unconfined recreation in an 
ecologically unique area. 


Archaeology: 


Little is known about the archaeology of Cold Springs Mountain 

except that it is potentially quite good. ‘Two petroglyph sites, 

one lithic scatter site, and one paleo point have been located by 
amateurs. Detailed archaeological surveys have not been done 

and probably will not be done unless there is mineral or oil and 

gas development, or other man-caused developments that require 

such surveys. Surveys, however, would doubtlessly reveal several more 
sites within the area. 


Forage: 


Grazing is an extensive use of Cold Springs Mountain at present. 

An agreement exists between BLM and the permittee which prohibits 
grazing on the slopes of the mountain. This agreament is intended 

to prevent forage campetition between livestock and big game animals. 
However, the agreement is not enforced and since there are no restric- 
tive barriers, livestock graze up the slopes of Cold Springs Mountain. 


(See map next page for grazing allotment boundaries) 


mountain, providing ideal nesting and lair locations 
for birds and animals. Into this are cut the canyons- 
Beaver Creek and other smaller canyons that are 
stunning in their deep red cliffs and boulders. 


The horizontal bedding may be responsible for the 
many springs that give the mountain its name. Because 
of the impermeability of the pre-cambrian quart- 

zite, water collects on top of the mountain and 
escapes only by a few streams such as Beaver Creek and 
the many joint or fault caused springs lower down 

the side of the mountain. The rest of the water 

stays on top and provides for the lush growth found 
there. 


The Brown's Park Formation, edging into the southern 
boundary of the study area, forms intriguing badlands 
and beautiful rolling hills. It supports juniper 
and pinyon trees but very little else--even sage- 
brush are noticeably lacking in some areas. 


Soils: 


The soils on Cold Springs Breaks are, for the most 
part, rocky soils sometimes barely covering the 
sandstone. Where they are deep they are tan sandy 
loam soils called Ustic Torriorthents. These 
characteristically are in areas of 12 to 15 inches 
of precipitation from 6,000 to 7,500 feet above 
sea level. They are well-drained soils in mixed 
alluvium with bedrock anywhere from 0 to 60 inches 
deep. Surface runoff is slow and erosion hazard 
moderate. 


Soils on the Brown's Park Formation at the base of 
the mountain are called Ustollic Haplaroids. These 
are sandy loamy, sometimes clayey, soils on slopes 
at 5,500 to 6,200 feet in elevation. The surface 
layer is often gravelly with “desert pavement"-- 
residual from previous erosion~-that gives a 

rough, dark layer. Sandstone, for these soils, is 
14 to 25 inches deep. Because of the arid climate 
(8-10 inches of precipitation) these soils support 
sparse vegetation and the erosion hazard is high. 


Ecology: 


The pinyon and juniper woodlands of West Cold 

Springs, broken with numerous riparian areas where 
permanent springs emerge, is a unique and beautiful 
combination. Elk and deer use the mountainside 
year-round, as do a variety of small mammals and 
birds. Some of the dammed springs just outside the 
WSA provide small marshes with a variety of birds 

and amphibians including red-winged blackbirds, hawks, 
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There are no plans for changes in the existing two allotments, 
These allotments are leased to the Lazy VD Land and Livestock 
Company (Wright Dickinson) . 


Table of Grazing Allotments: Proposed West Cold Springs Wilderness Area 


Livestock No. 
Allotment # Permittee and Kind Season of Use ALM 
4325 Wright Dickinson 10 horse 3/1/81-10/31/81 24 
150 cow 4/1/81-4/30/81 45 
350 cow 4/11/81-9/30/81 595 
1837 cow 5/1/81-10/31/81 3325 
10 horse 11/1/81-2/28/81 12 
4001 
4335 Wright Dickinson 560 cow 3/1/81-4/20/81 476 
579 cow 3/1/81~4/30/81 591 
560 cow 3/1/81-4/20/81 479 
560 cow 12/1/81-2/28/81 857 
560 cow 12/1/81-2/28/81 857 

579 cow 


3/1/81-4/30/81 591 
3851 


Conclusion: There is no conflict between wilderness designation of 
Cold Springs Mountain and grazing. The existing forage agreement 
should be enforced to restrict competition between livestock and 
big game. 


Minerais/Leases: 
There are six pre-FLPMA mineral leases, six post-FLPMA mineral 


leases, and no mineral claims on West Cold Springs WSA in Colorado, 
A list of the leases follows: 


Pre-FLPMA Leases 





Lease No. Leasee Lease Date Acreage in WSA Type 
C-19724 F&LQ., Dallas, TX 2-1-74 1280 O&G 
C-19723 F &LO., Dallas, TX  2-1-74 1757 4 
C-23010 Banner Oil and Gas Ltd. 2-1-74 480 % 
C-19721 Banner Oil and Gas Ltd. 2-1-74 638 . 
c-19719 Mich-Wisconsin Pipeline 2-1-74 640 F 
Company 
C-19729 Mich-Wisconsin Pipeline 2-1-74 1253 Ld 
Company 


6048 


ll 


Post-FLPMA Leases 


Lease No, Lease Date Acreage in WSA Type 
25731 9-22-77 480 O&G 
C-25838 12-8-77 244 Y 
C-26954 9-21-78 1599 * 
C-27051 9-21-78 720 od 
C-27052 9-21-78 240 s 
C-27053 9-21-78 197 i 


The Brown's Park Formation is the only econanically interesting 
formation in the WSA. This formation possibly contains uranium 
and vanadium, although its potential has not been explored nearby. 
The underlying pre~cambrian metamorphosed rocks have little 
mineral potential. 


Oonclusion: Since the Brown's Park Formation extends only slightly 
into the WSA, and the Uintah Mountain Group has no mineral potential, 
there is minimal conflict between mineral exploration and wilderness 
designation. 


Timber : 


The Cold Springs Mountain area is forested by Pinyon-Juniper stands 
with very limited commercial value. Firewood gathering and some 
polewood cutting is possible but is restricted by the steep terrain 
and limited access. The BIM has no plas for timber sales in the 
area. Fire control policy is basically "let burn". There are 

no plans for stand improvement. 


Conclusion: Cold Springs Mountain has no potential for commercial 
timber sales other than firewood. No conflicts exist between 
wilderness designation and commercial timber operations. 


Recreation and Wilderness Values: 


Cold Springs not only provides bountiful wildlife to hunt, watch, and 
photograph, but it also contains vegetative variety largely due to 
topographic and geologic changes. Its geology is a stunning combin- 
ation of two billion year old metamorphic rocks and relatively recent 
white sandstone that give a variety of landforms including cliffs 

and badlands of great interest to the amateur geologist. The oppor- 
tunity for solitude is excellent, and bouldering on the pink unweath- 
ered cliffs is quite feasible. Below, the vista towards Dinosaur 
National Monument and Brown's Park is beautiful, and the white-capped 
Uintah Range opens on the west. All these provide superb opportunities 
for hiking, camping, photography, and amateur naturalist studies. 

In addition, fishing in Beaver Creek is rumored to be excellent. 


Qonclusion: West Cold Springs has excellent opportunities’ for solitude 
and unconfined recreation due to its ecological and topographical 
diversity. 
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Scientific and Educational Values: 


Presently a study is being done on partridges on Cold 
Springs Mountain--proof of the educational value of the 
variety and security of wildlife in the WSA. In addition, 
geological, and especially archaeological, possibilities 
have great potential for future study. 


Conclusion: The educational and scientific values of 
Cold Springs Mountain have great potential, particularly in 
the fields of archaeology and wildlife biology. 


Water: , 


Most of the proposed wilderness area has good quality water 
coming from numerous springs on the mountain. The springs 
yield from 2 to 20 gallons per minute in early summer. 
There are at least 3 permanent springs within the area and 
several more just outside the boundaries. 


Beaver Creek, the only permanent stream, runs down through 
the west end of the area. It has about 10 cfs in early 
summer, and is locally known as a good fishing creek--proof 
of its permanence. At the base of it, outside of the WSA, 
there is a diversion that feeds water along a ditch down to 
a ranch, 


Some of the other springs just outside of the area have 
been diked (Spitzie place) and a couple within the area 
have black pipe carrying the water to local houses and ranches. 
The Calloway place had a road and a buried pipe running up 
where the ditch used to be through section 1 of T.10N., 
R.103W. in the area. Watson has the water rights to the 
spring above Spitzie place, but his development amounts to 
black pipe sprawled around not using the spring. This 
could be easily removed with no detriment to him. One 
other pipe has been used to feed a reservoir at the head 
of the Matt Trail, but was not being used in 1981. 


No other water developments are visible. 


Conclusion: There are no water development conflicts 

with wilderness designation of Cold Springs Mountain. 

No major projects are proposed and the ones present are of 
little conflict. 


IMPRINTS OF MAN 


The imprints of man on Cold Springs West are negligible. 
Where they do exist inimport, they intrude only a small 
distance into the WSA, 


~-Matt Trail, which is cherry-stemmed in this proposal, 

is a wide swath of destruction, which nonetheless has 

locked gates at its top and bottom, is unused and is return- 
ing to a natural state. 
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--Water developments at the Calloway place, the spring above 
the Spitzie place, and the reservoir at the head of Matt 
Trail are minimal, extending only a short distance into the 
WSA. Pipes above Spitzie place and to the reservoir are 
unused and could be removed. The roads should be left 

to revegetate. 


--A way up to the divide in sections 10 and ll, T.2N., R.25E. 
in Utah is revegetating slowly--possibly disturbed by hunters 
in the fall. This way could be closed to discourage use. 


--There are fences across the top of the WSA and old rotting 
fences along Matt Trail and in other perts of the WSA. These 
do not detract from wilderness qualities, however. 


Conclusion: The imprints of man in the proposed West Cold 
Springs Wilderness Area are for the most part negligible. 


MANAGEABILITY 


There is easy access across Dickinson's ranch and through 
Brown's Park to West Cold Springs. There are no planned 

or existant timber or water developments. Hunting and 
fishing are the only sports that currently require super- 
vision and this is done under the auspices of the Colo- 
rado Division of Wildlife. No mining activities requiring 
surface disturbance are likely to occur in the near future. 
In light of the above, West Cold Springs should be easily 
managed by BLM for wilderness in perpetuity. The range 
management to eliminate wildlife and cattle competition 

in some of the WSA is the only unusual management plan that 
has been undertaken at present. Cattle still run in the 
wildlife set-aside with no efforts being made to prevent it. 


Conclusion: Manageability of the area for wilderness should 
be straight forward, but more restraint of cattle grazing 
in the previously designated wildlife reserve is necessary. 


SUMMARY 


West Cold Springs Mountain encompasses a large relatively 
undisturbed tract of public lands with great potential for 
wilderness related activities. Numerous springs and Beaver 
Creek supply the area with plenty of water and a variety of 
wildlife that includaweagles, elk, one of the highest moun- 
tain lion populations per acre in the state, and game birds 
such as chukars and partridges. The sharp canyons cut in 
sandstone cliffs provide for outstanding opportunities for 
solitude as well as tremendous recreational possibilities. 
The variety of animals and birds, the archaeology, and 

the interesting geology have potential for many types of 
unconfined recreation. 


Given the minimal potential for timber or mineral development, 
the wilderness qualities represent the best use of the 
existing resources of the ares. 
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ABSTRACT 


The Vermillion Bluffs are an area approximately 80 miles west of 
Craig, Colorado, and 20 miles north of Dinasaur National 
Monument, The wilderness potential of the area and the natural 
resources were studied by the University of Colorado 

Wilderness Study Group(CU WSG)in the summer of 1987. The area was 
studied by the Bureau of Land Management(BLM) in its Initial 
Wilderness Inventory Plan fo Colorado(1979} as a_ potential 
Wilderness Study Area, but was rejected on the grounds that there 
were too many human imprints. The WSG has studied the area and 
found primitive qualities much greater than exhibited in the 
initial rejection. The CU WSG recommendsthat 26,620 acres be 
designated as Wilderness by the U.S. Congress. 


The Vermillion Bluffs are a superbly scenic area with excellent 
wilderness potential. The view west from the eastern boundry of 
the unit is astounding. The scenery stretches for miles, in all 
the colors of the spectrum. Badlands, plateaus and cliffs are all 
visible within the area. Opportunities for both primitive and 
unconfined recreation as well as solitude are outstanding, with a 
great number of secluded hills, gorges, badland areas, ridges, 
and a creekbed that runs the length of the area, parallelling the 
bluffs to the west. Wildlife in the area includes antelope, 
muledeer, golden and bald eagles, and game birds. Opportunities 
for hiking, hunting, bouldering, and rock climbing are endless. 
Overall, the proposed Vermillion Bluffs Wilderness area is 
superbly scenic, has outstanding recreational and solitude 
opportunities, has cultural and scientific values, and impacts of 
man are minimal, all of which justify its inclusion within the 
National Wilderness Preservation System. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


| 1, The University of Colorado Wilderness Study Group recommends 
that the Vermillion Bluffs, which includes 26,620 acres 

| of public lands as defined by the proposed boundries in this 

| report, be designated as Wilderness, 


2. All intruding ways and roads, except those otherwise 
mentioned, be closed to vehicular travel to allow these impacts 
to pecere to their natural state through the actions of nature 
and time. 


3. The BLM should manage the proposed wilderness area to maintain 


its pristine condition until Congress acts upon the 
recommendation. 


\0 


PROPOSAL 


The University of Colorado Wilderness Study Group proposes to 
Congress that the Vermillion Bluffs Area be included as a unit of 
the National Wilderness Preservation System, The area 

fills all the criteria outlined in the Wilderness Act for such a 
Gesignation, 


Boundries: 


The boundries of the area are well defined by roads and a 
creekbed, The east boundry runs along the entire length of the 
bluffs, making it easily manageable. The west boundry is defined 
by roade and, at times, Dry Creek, The Initial Inventory's pro~ 
posed boundries excluded a number of impacts of man within CU 
WSG's proposed unit,However, the WSG recommends that the BLM 
boundries be extended in two places, The southwestern most 
boundry along Dry Creek should be extended to follow the road 
north instead of following the creek between sec.16 TION R100W 
and sec.36 T11N R100W. The WSG proposed boundry also follows dry 
creek between sec.21 T1IN R99W and sec.5 TIIN R98W. In addition, 
the area in sections 1 and 2 TIOW R99W is in a different water- 
shed and is cut off by a road, therefore, it is proposed that 
this part be excluded. The total acreage of the proposed 
Vermillion Bluffs area is aproximately 26,620 acres. Access to 
the proposed wilderness is more than adequate for the visitor. 
The area is surrounded by roads, Two roads have been 
cherrystemmed in order to exclude their impacts to the unit, The 
entire area can be viewed from the eastern boundry along the 
bluffs and can be easily explored on short or extended hikes. 


Wilderness is a unique and irreplaceable resource and_ the 
Vermillion Bluffs are a prime example of an area that could be 
irretreivably lost if not protected. The CU Wilderness study 












group recommends that the Congress designate the area as 
Wilderness. 
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VEGETATION: 


Saltbrush/sagebrush are the predominant vegetation for the entire 
area. Saltbrush and sagebrush grow in well drained, lower el- 
evations areas. Types of sagebrush that may be found include 
Wyoming big sagebrush, basin big sagebrush, black, silver, 
birdfoot, bud and fringed sagebrushes. There are occasional 
patches of pinyon/juniper forest. This type of forest grows in 
shallow soils and on steeper slopes in higher elevations of the 
bluffs. Some grasses occur in conjuction with the pinyon/juniper, 
but the area is mostly sagebrush. Types of grasses that may be 
found in the area include western wheatgrass, bluebunch 
wheatgrass, sandburg bluegrass, and indian ricegrass. Other as- 
sociated species include Idaho fescue, bluegrass, rabbit brush, 
snges, and bloom snakeweed. A variety of flowers occur, including 
indian paintbrush, phlox, scarlett gilia, lupine, larkspur and 
stone crop. Prickly pear and barrel cacti are also found in 
abundance. There is some rare vegetation that will be discussed 
later. (BLM, 1986) 


HISTORY: 


Two major prehistoric cultures existed in what is now north- 
western Colorado, These are the great basin and desert archaic 
peoples, and Northwestern plains cultures. There is evidence of 
these peoples throughout the southern part of the Vermillion 
bluffs area in the form of arrowheads and other lithic scatter. 
Some Fremont cultural remains can also be found in the unit. 


Later, the Ute Indians were the dominant tribe of northwestern 
Colorado when the first Spanish expedition under Dominguez and 
Escalante explored the White River Basin in 1776. These endemic 
peoples resisted the attempts by white settlers and ranchers from 
taking their lands until 1881. Before the first Ute treaty in 
1869, the Utes prevented all but a few trappers, gold miners, and 
explorers like John Cc, Fremont (1844), and John Wesley 
Powell(1869) from intruding into their domain, After the treaty 
was signed, the Union Pacific completed its railway near the 
northern end of Colorado, enabling cattlemen to spread their 
herds south into Browns Park. By 1871, there was a major cattle 
industry along the Little Snake, Green and Yampa rivers. Con- 
flicts with the Utes also grew until a major clash resulted in 
the Meeker Massacre in 1879. Nathaniel C. Meeker, the Ute Indian 
agent at the time, provoked the Utes into rebellion against his 
tyrannical policies. Meeker was killed with his troops in a 
battle depicted in history books as a massacre. Two years later 
the Utes were forcibly moved to reservations in Utah and south- 





INTRODUCTION 
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luffs Area was identified as a possible 
Soe esatetnny nek in the BIM's Initial wilderness rahe api 
for Colorado in 1979, but was rejected on the grounds that ‘ iS 
human imprints were too great. be ane roses. sated gh ons? ape 

ic trails have been g : ’ 

Aitecatcs ertered by nature so that the impacts are aubstantieiye 
unnoticeable. The potential for wilderness in the ators Sd 
outstanding, with endless recreational and ate yo 
possibilities. The following report is an assessment oft : 
wilderness qualities and natural resources of the Verm ° 


Bluffs area. 


EA DESCRIPTION 





Geography: 


ion Bluffs are located approximately 80 miles west of 
sect ton taties east of the Utah border, and 5 miles south of a 
Wyoming border, Their length runs 15 miles north to south. T : 
highest point is Lookout Mt. It reaches 8120 ft at its highes 
point and drops to 6840 ft. at the foot of the bluffs below. 
Found in the area are badlands, plateaus covered with scrub 
brush, and a dry riverbed west of the bluffs. The eae 
themselves are rows of ridges and cliffs, as tall as 1280 ft. in 


places. (USGS, 1975 1) 


Climates 


f.the area is highland continental, characterized by 
pes Sreelettacion: large daily fluctuations in temperature, low 
humidity, and plenty of sunshine. Summer days are warm to hot, 
nights cool. Winter is cold, but still low in humidity, and also 
sunny. Prevailing winds are from the west. Annual her ei peer 
vary from 100 degrees F to -45 degrees F. Annual precipitation is 
from 7 to 10 inches. (BIM, 1986) 


western Colorado by the U.S. Calvary. 


Homesteaders and sheepmen quickly moved into the area after the 
removal of the Utes. Major towns, centered on agriculture and 
livestock were established. New conflicts arose, this time be- 
tween the sheepherders and the ranchers, The state militia was 
called in to quell the sheep wars which raged between the compet~ 
itors for the range. 


The federal government, seeking to conserve and manage the use of 
the nations resources, enacted legislation which caused bitter- 
ness with the ranchers and lumbermen. In 1891 the White River 
Timber reserve was created, and later the Routt and Roosevelt 
National Forest(1905) and the Arapahoe National Forest(1906). The 
practice of limiting livestock and controlling timber cuts was 
established on these lands. With the passage of the Taylor 
Grazing Act in 1934 and creation of the Bureau of Land Management 
in 1946 further control was brought to bear upon the use of 
public lands. Despite resistance on the part of the area 
ranchers, government management was carried out. The area now 
enjoys a stable agriculture and ranching economy. 


Development of the energy resources underlying ther public lands 
has occured in boom and bust cycles. Coal mining began ak tha 
tarn of the eantucy, and in the 1970's has experienced growth 
neaac Craig to supply the coalfired plants built there. Uranium 
exploration is an on and off activity in the region, The drive to 
develop thess essources casalked ta aioaraoas pogalatloa  yeo#th 
fo ive gavanhiag., Tha Vestine of tha oll taitassey la Zolocado has 
resulted in a decrease once again. With any growth comes the 
casponsibllity to pratect natural cagourcas an] anvicronmank, 
(Ha3sa, P, 1982) 


SOCIOECONOMICs 


The economy around the Vermillion Bluffs area is based on ranch- 
ing, There has been some oil and gas development in Moffat 
County, but it is in a deciine and minimal oil and gas devlopment 
is being done at the present time. Tourism around Dinosaur 
National Monument adds a lot ko the county's aconony, Tha Craty 
Hi 399 ORV vaca {a Saptembar of 1987 may bring in more Lourisa to 
tha county. There is algo subdthanlial coal alniag in and aronnl 
Sealy. (Saraciaon, G 1987) 


The Vermillion Rluffs and the sarerowdlay aray ba goptahal 
Weluty tyr taasnecs, Tha popilahion of 4ofFak Goaiky La 19AN aas 
13,123, Sraty, sha soaiky's largest. town 24d 9195 paola, Jaa to 
TRL We JO Peed tT Wea Ha Bea en OS WL Woke a Tu YL) TK Leach ar eee I OS tri We Te bee 2 
fFlest ‘wal of tha decade, bak appaacy to ba Lavaling of %) Ata 
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towns in Moffat County include Maybell, Dinosaur, Sunbeam, Elk 


Springs, and Powder Wash. 


TOWN 1980 POPULATION 
Cralg 8134 
Dinosaur 331 
Maybell-Powderwash CCD* 466 


(U.S. Commerce Dept., 1980) 
*Census County Division 


RESOURCE INVENTORY 


TIMBER: 


There is no timber industry or activity in the ar da 
lack of timber in the area, < Siti nailer. ce 


GRAZING AND FORAGE: 


The entire Vermillion Bluffs area is covered by one grazing 
allotment, no. 4302. It is used solely for winter grazing. (See 
Map). There is little sign of recent usage of the Vermillion 
Bluffs for grazing. There are a few stock ponds, most of which 
are silted, and four windmills, all of which are broken. The 
whole area is overgrown with sagebrush. 


Allotment no, AUMs Type Dates Range Trends 


4302 5470 Cattle 12/1-5/5 1 


Range trends (I) = potential for improvement through ma 
(BLM, 1986) ret 3 ae. 


Location Lease No. Date issued Comments 
T.11N R9OW C41966 11/18/85 
c40538 6/1/85 
C41632 10/30/85 
C45034 - WON LOTTERY-NOTHING DONE 
C26166 2/1/78 CLOSED 
C24951 3/1/77 CLOSED 
C41968 11/14/85 
C37354 10/6/83 
C36561 6/16/83 
12.99 C43276 11/25/86 
10.99 C24949 3/1/77 CLOSED 
C24948 3/1/77 CLOSED 
c24950 3/1/77 CLOSED 
11.98 C33650 1/1/82 WON LOTTERY 
C38056 2/24/84 
c44040 12/30/86 
C41213 11/1/83 
C25729 - WON LOTTERY-NOTHING DONE 
C36553 5/31/83 
c41214 - NOTHING DONE 
C31145 - CLOSED 
12.98 C37346 9/30/83 
c39088 = LOST LOTTERY-APPEALED 
11.100 c41970 11/18/85 
c45565 - NOTHING DONE 
c40917 5/31/85 
C42966 2/5/87 
C39974 2/26/85 
C35335 10/1/82 
C37359 6/1/84 
C40972 6/1/85 
10,100 c44808 4/20/87 
C42294 - TERMINATED 
C42282 - NOTHING DONE 
C42286 = NOTHING DONE 
C42287 = NOTHING DONE 
C42291 - NOTHING DONE 
C42292 - NOTHING DONE 
C42293 = NOTHING DONE 
C42360 - NOTHING DONE 
C42363 - NOTHING DONE 
C42366 oo NOTHING DONE 
C42367 - NOTHING DONE 
C42368 - NOTHING DONE 
C42369 - 


NOTHING DONE 


WATER: 


The Vermillion Bluffs have no year round water supply in the 
area, The watershed for the area is Dry Creek, which is seasonal. 
There are three water rights on the land, 3 springs and a well. 


Structure Source cfs 


Marshail Spg Dry Creek T10N R99W Sec.6 NENW -0100 


Dickenson Lookout Spg#l Dry Creek TION R100W Sec. 27 NESW 0100 
Dickenson Lookout Spg#2 Dry Creek TION R100W Sec.27 NENW - 0100 


8.0.B. well Ground water T11N R100W Sec.36 SWNW - 0220 


There is one public water withdrawl along Dry Creek, TI10N R100W 
Sec.2,3,9,10 No. C010 0 7191 1941 EC 170. Probably because of 
the lack of water or high siltation rates, no development of the 
withdrawl has occured, (Dept. of Natural Resources, 1987) 


ARCHAEOLOGY: 


Evidence of habitation by the Fremont Culture, and later the Ute 
and Soshone Indians can be found throughout the Northwestern 
region of Colorado, Lithic scatter such as Arrowheads can be 
found throughout the Vermillion Bluffs area, Little 
archaeological inventorying has been done in the area. (Cooper, 
D., 1987) 


MINERALS: 


The Vermillion Bluffs area has little potential for development 
of hard rock minerals, and therefore has no mining claims or 
patents on it. There is one Govt. edict, no.7171,1910, for with- 
drawl of the land for coal. No coal has been mined there. Oil and 
gas leases cover the entire area, but there has been no develop- 
ment of the leases. There is evidence of seismic work done in the 
past within the boundries of the unit. 


8 

€42370 - TERMINATED 
C42372 = NOTHING DONE 
C42373 - NOTHING DONE 
C42374 = NOTHING DONE 
C42376 - NOTHING DONE 
C42377 - TERMINATED 
C42378 - NOTHING DONE 
C42380 - NOTHING DONE 
C42381 - NOTHING DONE 
C42383 - NOTHING DONE 
C42384 - NOTHING DONE 
C42461 - TERMINATED 
C42463 = TERMINATED 
C42469 = NOTHING DONE 
C42470 = NOTHING DONE 
C42473 « NOTHING DONE 
C42474 - TERMINATED 
C42475 = NOTHING DONE 
C42477 = NOTHING DONE 
c45041 - WON LOTTERY 
C37358 = CLOSED 


There are no mineral claims in the Vermillion Bluffs area. The 
area is covered with oil and gas leases, none of which have been 
developed and there are no_ reported plans for future 
activity. (BLM, 1987) 


Wildlife: 


The Vermillion Bluffs is host to a large number and variety of 
wildlife, including big game and many species of birds of prey. 
In addition, there may be a possibility that the endangered 
black-footed ferret inhabits the area. 


Herds of antelope, mule deer and elk take full advantage of the 
ideal winter range found found in the wide open, grassy areas. 
Wild horses are also known to visit the bluffs. Mountain lions 
have been known to inhabit parts of the area in the bluffs and 
along the creek. Evidence of coyotes is common throughout the 
area also, 


Sagebrush communities support a wide variety of smaller animals 
in the area, These include cottantails, jackrabbits, ground 
squirrels, chipmunks, mice, weasels, prarie dogs and perhaps 
black-footed ferrets. Ground hog communities are also abudant,. 


The bluffs support many species of raptors, including golden 
eagles, prarie falcons, redtail hawks, and possibly bald eagles. 
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Several species of owls are common, Other birds common to the 
area include sage grouse, scrub jays, magpies, swallows, humming- 
birds,mountain bluebirds, swifts, and a variety of songbirds, all 
common to sagebrush communities. 


Prarie rattlers and diamond-back rattlesnakes are considered 
common and several lizard species are abundant throughout the 
area, 


There is also a possibility of the endangered black-footed ferret 
inhabiting the area. The Wilderness Study Group tenatively sight- 
ed what was thought to a black-footed ferret within the proposed 
boundries, and there have been several sightings in northwestern 
Colorado. The WSG talked to the Craig B1M wildlife specialist and 
found the possibility of a valid sighting very good. There are no 
known colonies of the ferret in the wild and only one colony in 
captivity. The ferrets inhabit prarie dog towns in desert and 
grassland environments such as in the proposed Vermillion Bluffs 
area. The ferrets are threatened with extinction, If captive 
breeding is successful, there will attempts to reintroduce the 
ferret into the wild. If a black-footed ferret colony could be 
found, additional steps for protection beyond what this report is 
recommending would need to be taken. 


Although no wildlife management plan exists for the area, hunting 
for big game is allowed. Because the number of livestock in the 
area is minimal, conflicts with wildlife are also minimal. 


Wilderness designation would preserve the natural environment the 
wide variety of wildlife need to survive and to flourish. 
(BLM, 1986;CU WSG, 1987) 


Unique Vegetations 


No endangered species of plants are known to occur in the 
Vermillion Bluffs area, but there are two rare plant associations 
within the boundries, One plant association, Atriplex 
Concertifolia/Agropyron Spicatum (Shadscale saltbrush/Bluebunch 
wheatgrass) occurs worldwide only in Moffat County. The other, 
Juniperus osteosperma/Agrpyron Spicatum (Utah Juniper/Bluebunch 
Wheatgrass), is of critical state concern because of the extreme 
rarity of stands in good condition. All remaining stands are 
threatened by 0&6 development and livestock grazing. 


Two species of plants that are candidates for listing as endan- 
gered may occur in the area, These are Denothera 
Acutissima(Narrowleaf evening primrose) and Penstemon 
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WILDERNESS QUALITIES 


Primitive And Unconfined Recreation: 





Opportunities for primitive recreation within the boundries of 
the Vermillion bluffs area are endless, The area can be reached 
easily from any side with access provided by hiking in or horse- 
back riding. Along the top of the Bluffs ia an excellent location 
for photography and sightseeing. Hunting inside the area and the 
surrounding areas is very good, with a wide variety of game 
animals, including antelopes and prarie grouse. In the past there 
has been some ORV and ATV usage in the area, though anywhere 
inside is easily accessible by foot due to the narrow width of 
the area. The Bluffs themselves offer bouldering and, in places, 
some rock climbing. The Vermillion Bluffs offer outstanding op- 
portunities for primitive and unconfined recreation. 


Solitude: 


The Vermillion Bluffs offer excellent oppportunities for sol- 
itude, Exploring badland areas affords one complete solitude 
combined with incredible scenery, as do numerous side canyons and 
formations, A stroll through the Dry Creek bed can also provide 
the opportunity to get away from it all. Solitude is very easy to 
obtain in the Vermillion Bluffs and the surrounding areas. 

(CU WSG, 1987) 


Naturalness: 


The proposed boundries of the Vermillion Bluffs Wilderness area 
have excluded primary impacts of humans inside the unit. There 
are several ways, sesmic trails, a few stock ponds, and a wind- 
mill, all within the unit. The stock ponds are silted, the seis- 
mic trails have basically grown over, and the windmill is unused 
and broken down. The ways have a negative impact on the wilder- 
ness quality of the area, and would revegetate or otherwise 
develop a natural condition if closed to vehicular travel. 


Location of Ways: 
A, Way following dry creek between southern most boundry 
and sec.36 TLIN R100W, This road ia unused due to riverbede 
at either end, Windmill is located at northern end, 


B. Way that enters unit to the east from the southwest 
boundry in sec.5 T10ON R1O0OW and goes nowhere. 
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Gibbensii(Gibbons penstemon). In addition, there are a number of 
species of sensitive plants that may occur in the area, Lookout 
Mountain itself ie habitat for four state and regionally rare 
plant species, two of which occur only on this site in Colorado, 
These plants are Astragalus detritalis(debris milkvetch), 
Cryptantha caespitosa (caespitose catseye), Sphaeromeria capitata 
(capitate chicken sage) and Townsendia strigosa (hairy 
townsendia). In addition, there are a number of senstive plants 
that may occur in the area: 
Scientific Name Common Name 
Nuttall aster 
cushion milkvetch 
Duchesne milkvetch 
starveling milkvetch 
Nelson miikvetch 
Wetherill's milkvetch 
Duchesne bisquitroot 
juniper draba 
Uintah fleabane 
mat buckwheat 
Dinosaur buckwheat 
tumor buckwheat 
little green buckwheat 
Watson's pricklygilia 
Nuttall's sandwort 
small-flowered nama 
Uintah Basin feverfew 
Yampa beard tongue 
Andy's clover 


Aster perelegans 
Astragalus aretioides 
Astragalus duchesnensia 
Astragalus jejunus 
Astragalus nelsonianus 
Astragalus wetherilii 
Cymopterus duchesnensis 
Draba juniperina 
Erigeron uintahensis 
Eriogonum acaule 
Eriogonum saurinum 
Eriogonum tumulosum 
Eriogonum viridulum 
Leptodactylon watsonii 
Minuartia nuttallii 
Nama densum vary. parviflorum 
Parthenium ligulatum 
Penstemon yampaensis 
Trifolium andinum 


(BLM, 1986) 


Scientific and Educational Values: 





The Vermillion Bluffs offer limitless opportunities for the ge- 
Ologist, archaeologist, naturalist, and biologist, The wildlife, 
geography, and the cultural resources are invaluable when com- 
bined with the wilderness character of the area itself. Anyone 
from the scientist to the lay person can deriva invaluable 


information and experience from the cultural and scientific re-- 


sources of the Vermillion Bluffs. (CU WSG, 1987) 
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C. Way going south from north boundry in sec.32 T11N R99W 

to sec.9 TION R99W should be closed to the bluffs. It is 
unused and has minimal impact. The road up the bluffs after 
there should be cherrystemmed as it is a significant impact. 


D. Way going southeast in sec.28 T11IN R99W ends at gulch, 
and is over grown, 


EZ. Way going south in sec.14 T11N R99W should be cherry 
stemmed as it is a significant impact. 


The windmill in sec.36 T11N R1LOOW is unused. it also has a 
propane tank and a trough. It either should be cherry stem- 
med or removed, 


The WSG recomends that these ways(other than those indicated) be 
closed to vehicular travel since they appear to serve no vital 
purpose. Restriction of vehicles will allow these impacts to 
return to a natural condition, given time, the fragile nature of 
the area and the actions of nature, and this will maintain a 
wilderness character. (CU WSG, 1987) 


Supplemental Values: 


Lookout Mountain and the surrounding area is an Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern, The view from on top is incredible and the 
scenery is unconstructed, There are two rare plant associations 
located in the Lookout Mountain ACEC, as well as four rare plant 
species. All are threatened by cattle forage and oil and gas 
development. 


The possibility of the endangered black footed ferret inhabiting 
the area is good. The grassland and desert areas provide the 
right habitat for the ferret, as do the numerous prarie dog 
towns, which ferrets inhabit. The black-footed ferret is threat- 
ened with extinction, and the possible habitat provided is 
threatened by 011 and gas development. 


Wilderness designation would preserve the scenery and rare plants 
in the Vermillion Bluffs area and Lookout Mountain for future 
generations,and would be a step towards preserving a possible 
black-footed ferret population. 
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MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTLONS 
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SUMMARY? 


The proposed Vermillion Bluffs Wilderness Area provides out- 
standing opportunities for primitive recreation and solitude. It 
is abudant in wildlife resources, cultural and scientific values, 
incredible scenery, and is in very good condition, with past 
thuman impacts minimal and those impacts reverting to a natural 
state. The proposed boundries define an area of 26,620 acres. The 
area meets all the criteria as defined by the Wilderness Act of 


1969. 
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CURRENT MANAGEMENT 





Under the Little Snake Resource Area Management Plan the proposed 
Vermillion Bluffs Wilderness area falls into three management 
prescriptions. Most of the area is encompassed in a fragile soil 
and watershed area, with the northern part being an oil and gas 
priority and the area on and around Lookout Mt. being an Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern(ACEC).(See Map) Descriptions be- 
low. (BLM, 1986) 


Fragile Soil and Water Area: 


In fragile parts of the proposed area, activities such as oil and 
gas development, recreation, forage etc., would be completely 
restricted if the activity were to cause soil erosion, increase 
sediment, or cause other destrution to the environment. Special 
stipulations could be placed on mineral leases on the land if 
damage to the land occurs. Uses such as development of strip 
mining would be excluded. Vehicle use ia limited to exhisting 
roads and trails. 


Oil and gas priority: 


Priority for the land in the 0&G stipulation is leasing and the 
development of production of such. This includes Known Geologic 
Strutures(KGSs). Most other uses of the land would be permitted, 
providing they did not interfere with the 0&G stipulation. cri- 
tical wildlife habitats, fragile watershed areas, or other 
threatened environmental areas would be protected. 


Area of Critical Environmental Concerns 


A small section of the Vermillion Bluffs area is included in the 
Lookout Mountain ACEC. This ACEC is open to other resource uses 
and management practices, so long as they do not conflict with 
the avoidence stipulation: "the habitat of known populations of 
Colorado BIM sensitive plants and scenic values would be pro- 
tected from human-induced activities whenever possible.” If these 
plant populations are located within the ACEC part of the 
Vermillion Bluffs area, these and adjacent areas important to the 
plants would be protected. Vehicle use in the ACEC is restricted 
to limited roads and trails. 
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A Summary Proposa! for the 
Yampa River Wilderness Area 


Research by Kurt Menning and 

Roger Flynn, 
University of Colorado 
Wilderness Study Group 


Written by Kurt Menning 
July 31, 1989 


Ot el A ee 


2.0 Does the area qualify? 
Yes, the area does merit wilderness designation. 
3.0 Location and Description 


The proposed wilderness on the Yampa river lies fifteen miles 
southwest of Craig, Colorado. The area includes the river, 
meandering approximately twelve miles from powerlines on the East 
to the West end of Duffy Tunnel, and the surrounding federal lands 
managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The southern 
section of the area contains massive Duffy Mountain. To the north 
are rugged Horse Gulch and Sand Spring Gulch. 


Access to the area is gained from either the river itself, a popular 
section for rafting and canoeing, or Moffat County Road #17 which 
extends from Highway 318 on the north to Highway 40 on the South. 
County 17 passes near where the river leaves the area, then runs 
along the southwestern boundary. A small system of BLM ways, used 
primarily by hunters and ranchers, provides access to the area via 
Duffy Mountain Road. 
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4.2 Map 3 Area Ownership 
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4.0 Acreage/Ownership 


The total area is approximately 15,960 acres. The BLM manages 
approximately 15,000 of the acres. One section (S16, R93W, TEN), 
containing 640 acres, is owned by the State of Colorado. The 
proposed wilderness contains two private inholdings, covering 
approximately 320 acres. 


4.1 Table 1 Area Ownership 


Reference # Owner Approximate 
on Map Acres 
1 Riggs, Darnall; Ahtanya, R.; 160 


Adair, James; Sherwood, D'Wayne 


P.O. Box 1524 
Craig, CO 81626 


2 Riggs, Darnall; Ahtanya, R.; 160 
Adair, James; Sherwood, D'Wayne 
(address above) 


3 State of Colorado 640 


Perec ce cee weer eres ewes ccc c cesses esses enaseseeseseeeeesecsssess 


Source: Moffat County Courthouse 


5.0 Wilderness Qualities 


With the exception of grazing, the Yampa area is little impacted by 
man. While stockponds and ways exist in the area, they are neither 
abundant nor overly obtrusive. Excellent opportunities for solitude 
may be found anywhere along high, rolling Duffy Mountain, down by 
the river, or in any of the numerous side gulches. 


The proposed wilderness has extremely diverse visual perspectives. 
Rafters and canoers have excellent opportunities to view 
spectacular canyon walls and abundant sagebrush hills. Cottonwood 
trees spring up from the canyon floor near the river, offering 
visitors shade and seclusion. From atop Duffy Mountain, a visitor 
has views northeast to Craig and west across the Axial Basin where 
the Yampa wends and winds through rich agricultural land. The 
views from atop Duffy Mountain afford an unobstructed panorama of 
the entire area. Fascinating geological formations of sandstone fill 
the guiches to the north and line the cliff walls to the Southwest. 


The Yampa canyon offers prime recreational opportunities for 
rafting and canoeing. In addition, the area is prime hunting and 
hiking ground. The ways may be utilized as pre-existing trails into 
the area. 


6.0 Conflicts and Resource Information 


6.1 Grazing 


Grazing is the most noticeable impact on the land in the Yampa area. 
Several stock ponds exist in the area, and some fences run through 
the sagebrush. Parts of five grazing allotments fall within the 
proposed wilderness boundary. 


6.1.1 Table 2 Grazing Allotments 


Allotment # Permittee AUM's/ Season Federal Range 
and Name Type Acreage Cond. 
4057 Riggs, Darnall 400 cattle 3/1-12/31 9,569 UD 
P.Q. Box 1524 876 sheep 
Craig, CO 81626 
4061 Riggs, Darnall 110 cattle 3/1-12/31 1,038 UD 
(address above) 120 sheep 
4062 Papoulas 110 sheep 5/1-9/30 772 UD 
Livestock 
P.O, Box 907 


Craig, CO 81626 


4431 Lower Kourlis Ranches 1152 sheep 12/10-4/26 11,440 50% 5S 


Boxelder 241 W. 6th St. 1222 cattle 5/1-11/15 
Gulch Craig, CO 81625 
& 

Ken Rakness 

131 99 B County Road 17 

Craig, CO 81625 
4432 Kourlis Ranches 965 cattle 5/1-10/15 8,545 40%S 
Duffy Mtn. (address above) 380 sheep 4/1-4/28 


& 
Raftopoulis Ranches 
893 Stout 
Craig, CO 81625 


Ne 
D> 


6.1.2 Map 4 Grazing Allotments 
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Grazing Allotments (continued) 


Allotment # Permittee AUM's/ Season Federal Range 
and Name Type Acreage Cond. 
4603 Eligen, Lorence & 1610 cattle 5/1-10/15 6,020 UD 
e's Mtn. 590 Barclay 


Craig, CO 81625 
& 


Colo-Wyo Coal Co. 
5731 S. Highway 13 
Meeker, CO 81641 


wee e eee ee meee tee e sce es cec sere ose neces ese scone eer seesecccsee 


Note on Range Condition: S = Satisfactory, UD = UnDetermined, 
50% S indicates that approximately 50% of the federal acreage i 
was found to be satisfactory rangeland (calculated from 
figures in Table A-8, Little Snake RMP & EIS Draft, Feb, 1986.) 


Source: Little Snake Resource Area office; Range Conservationist 
Charles Jones; LSRMP & EIS, Draft February 1986 


6.1.3 Map 5 Noted Fences, Stock Ponds and Other Human Impacts 
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6.2 Oll and Gas 


The Yampa area is heavily leased for oil and gas production, but as of 
June 10, 1989, no leases were actively producing. The majority of 


leases have been closed. 


6.2.1 Table 3 Oil and Gas Leases 


Location Lease # Lessee/Address Status Critical 
Date 
see map 22213 closed 2/9/89 
see map 12429 closed 2/9/89 
see map 14395 closed 6/2/87 
see map 17879 expired 12/31/83 
see map 17851 closed 3/2/89 
TSN, R92W 41954 Allen, Monte J. NP issued 
S5 S2SE, lots Box 104438 12/11/85 
11, 13, Anchorage, AK 99510 
8 NWNW, lots 
1,2, Excl RR R/w 
c-22673 
TEN, R93W 41615 Wintershall Corp. NP issued 
$1 $2, 5251DTC Pkwy #500 9/30/85 
12 N2, N2S2, Englewood, CO 80111 
14 N2NE, SENE, 
NWNW 
T6N, R 93W 38289 Ptasynski, Harry NP issued 
$15, Box 43 4/17/84 
22 N2NE, E2NW, Casper, WY 82602 
24 S2, 
25 W2, SE, 
26 NE 
13 
Oil and Gas Leases (continued) 
Location Lease # Lessee/Address Status Critical 
Date 
T5N, R93W 45536  Lasrich, Beverly NP issued 
$24, 2597 E. Bridger Blvd. 9/15/87 


25 N2, SW, W2SE, 
26 SENE, NW, E2SE 


Sandy, UT 84092 


Source: BLM State Office, Lakewood, Colorado 


Note: NP in the Status column indicates that the lease is non- 


producing. 
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Oil and Gas Leases (continued) 


Location Lease # Lessee/Address Status Critical 
Date 
see map 14394 closed 2/9/89" 
see map 17878 closed 2/9/89 
see map 17850 closed 2/9/89 
see map 19416 closed 10/2/85 
see map 17704 expired 8/31/83 
see map 39929 closed 2/9/89 
see map 42558 closed 2/9/89 
TSN, R93W 40511 Ptasynski, Nola G, NP issued 
S4 W2SW, SESW Box 43 2/25/86 
10 S2N2, S2, Casper, WY 82602 
11 S2 
see map 17646 closed 2/9/89 
see map 17644 closed 2/9/89 
see map 18057 closed 2/9/89 
see map 18679 closed 2/9/89 
see map 17647 closed 2/9/89 
TSN, R93W 39928 Wolf, Matthew D. NP issued 
$13 S2NE, S2SE, 5353 W. Alabama #303 2/26/85 
SESE, Houston, TX 77056 
22 N2, SE, 
23, 
27, NENE 
N) 
14 No 


6.2.2 Map 6 Oil and Gas Leases 
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6.3 Coal 


There is no active coal production in the Yampa area. Two leases 
were originally drafted, but neither was offered competitively. The 
BLM has no plans at this time for issuing leases for these areas. 


6.3.1 Table 4 Coal Leases 
Location 


Lease # Lessee/Applicant/ Status Critical 
Address Date 


She Sm be Se mee mee he on) en, | ae ooo (tn an |e) Sl we wee] leo [ms “ws as les eat en tw ee eo Cree ETS 


TEN, R93W, 37181 none 
$17, 18, 
19 E2NE, N2SE 


TEN, RE3W, 
$15,22 E2, NENW, 
24 SW, S2NW, 
SWNE, W2SE, 

SESE, 


38327 none no plans none 
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Source: BLM State Office, Lakewood, Colorado 
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6.4 Hardrock Mining 
No hardrock mining claims exist in the studied Yampa area. 
6.5 Existing Water Rights 


The water rights table includes all water rights inside the studied 
Yampa area. The Duffy Tunnel diversion, which is intentionally 
excluded from the western boundary, has many water rights, but 
because of its exclusion, the diversion water rights area not 
supplied here. 


6.5.1 Table 5 Existing Water Rights 


Location Structure Source Amount/U Use Adj. Type 

T6N, R93W, Locked Barrel Sp. Horse Gulch 0.0010 C S Ss 
$15 NWSE 

T6N, R9S3W, Signal Spring Horse Guich 0.0010 C S S 
$15 SWSW 

T6N, R93W, Sulfur Spring Horse Gulch 0.0010C § iS) 
$15 NESW 

T6N, R93W, Five Seep Spring Horse Gulch 0.0010C S$ S 
$15 SESW 

T6N, R93W, Diez Spring Horse Gulch 0.0010 C S§S S 
$15 SESW 

T6N, R93W, Gumbo Spring Sand Spring 0.0010C SO § 
S25 SWNW Gulch 

T6N, R93W,  Eroded Spring Sand Spring 0.0010C SO § 
S25 NWNW Gulch 

T6N, R93W,  Arrowpiant Sp. Sand Spring 0.0010 C DSO S 
$25 NWNW Gulch 
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6.3.2 Map 7 Coal Leases 
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Existing Water Rights (continued) 


Location Structure Source Amount/U Use Adj. Type 
T6N, R93W, Black Body Sp. Sand Spring 0.0010 C oSO § 

S25 NWNW Gulch 

TSN, R93W, Duffy Mt. Spring Yampa 0.0010C os § 

$12 SESW tributary 
TSN, R93W, BLM Sp. 087-17’ Yampa 0.0010C sO § 

$13 NWNW tributary 


Core meee weer reat eretaecesonsreceeecen sesso sone eseessocescuacce 


Source: State Engineer Office, State Dept. of Natural Resources, 
Denver, Colorado 


Note: Use column: 'S' = stock, 'D’ = domestic, 'O’ = other 
Adjudication Date column: ‘S' = supplemental 
Unit column next to Amount: 'C’ = cubic feet per second (cfs), 
‘A’ = acre feet. 


20 





6.6 Timber Production 


The potential for woodcutting in the Yampa area, for commercial or 
personal (firewood) purposes, is exceedingly minimal. The few trees 
in the area are scattered, small and remote. No areas have been 
leased or opened for cutting. 


6.7 Existing Ways 


Numerous ways exist in the Yampa area, but none are heavily used 
nor impacted enough to be considered roads. The majority of the 
ways ascend to the top of Duffy Mountain via Duffy Mountain road. 
One way extends all the way NW along the mountain before dropping 
down to Duffy Tunnel. Ways north of the river are rarely visible 
from the river corridor, and are extremely faint. The existing ways 
are used primarily for hunting and ranching. 
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7. 0 Current Management 


The main body of the Yampa area, the river corridor and surrounding 
lands, is being managed as a recreation area: management unit (MU) 
11A. Side gulches to the North (MU 1) are being managed for oil, gas 
and coal, and the area to the South of Duffy Mountain (MU 8) 
prioritizes wildlife. 


M.U. 1; Eastern Yampa River. The primary consideration in managing 
this area is the development of coal, oil and gas. Grazing, wildlife, 
mining, recreation, and the harvesting of timber products are the 
secondary concerns of management. This Management Unit is open to 
off-road vehicle use. 


M.U. 8: Axial Basin. Containing critical winter range for mule deer 
and elk, and important brood rearing grounds for grouse, the Axial 
Basin Management Unit is managed primarily for wildlife concerns. 
Coal mining, oil and gas development, mining, grazing and recreation 
are allowed as secondary concerns. Vehicle use is restricted to 
existing ways, roads and trails. 


M.U. 11A: Little Yampa/Juniper Canyon. The river corridor area is 
managed as a special recreational management area (SRMA) for its 
recreational use of rafting, canoeing, camping and hunting. As an 
SRMA, the area receives more frequent patrolling, special visual 
qualities management and additional public access consideration. 
Coal mining, mineral extraction, and oil and gas leasing are 
permitted underground, with no-surface occupancy stipulations. 
Grazing remains unaffected except in heavily used recreational 
sites, but the management status places a moratorium on 
woodcutting. Vehicle use Is restricted to designated roads and 
trails. 


Source: Little Snake Management Area Revised Proposed RMP, 
October, 1988 
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8. 0 Proposed Boundary 


The original study area contained the area surrounding and including 
Duffy Tunnel, an area south of Duffy Mountain Road in sections 14, 
15, 21 and 22 of TSN R93W, and a large segment of BLM land to the 
West of Milk Creek. Duffy tunnel and its cumulative impact were 
judged to be too excessive and obtrusive , and so it was removed 
from consideration (but see note below). The area south of Duffy 
Mountain Road was eliminated because of its small size, the number 
of stock ponds, and the loss of access to the Duffy Mountain area. 
The land contiguous with Milk Creek was severed from the primary 
Yampa study area by a major powerline that runs from the 
Southwest to the Northeast. in addition, one small area in section 7 
of T6N, R93W was also eliminated because of a power line. 


With these considerations, the final boundary proposal is as follows 
(follow along with the map): The unit is bounded on the North by 
private land. Extending from the point where the road leaves BLM 
iand, heading NW, in T6N, R93W, S19 to the SE corner of TEN, R92W, 
$31 the wilderness proposal boundary follows the BLM/private 
property boundary, with the exception of excluding the West half of 
the NW of T6N, R93W, S12, because of a power line. From the SE 
corner of T6N, R92W, S31, the boundary follows the BLM/private 
boundary south to the intersection of the major NE/SW powerlines in 
the middie of TSN, R92W, $18. From that intersection, the boundary 
sits inside the powerlines as they run SW to the bottom of T5N, 
R93W, S24, where the BLM land borders on private. From S24, the 
boundary follows the BLM/private boundary to the intersection of 
the bottom of TSN, R93W, S15 and the road running north near the 
vertical section half-line. From there the boundary runs N along that 
toad, about a quarter of a section, to the intersection with Duffy 
Mountain Road. The boundary follows Duffy Mountain Road west to 
Moffat County #17, staying N of the several stock ponds along the 
road. From the intersection of Moffat County #17 and Duffy 
Mountain Road, the boundary follows 17 NW to the access road to the 
take-out point for river rafting. That access road leaves 17 near the 
vertical section haif-line of T5N, R93W, SS and runs N to the river. 
While the access road crosses the tail end of Duffy Tunnel, the 
boundary runs N along the BLM boundary, to the horizontal half-line 
of T6N, R93W, S32. From there the boundary cuts directly east, 
meeting the Yampa river and avoiding the Duffy Tunnel diversion. 
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From the intersection of the half-line and the Yampa River, the 
boundary follows the river bank N to the line at the top of S32. The 
boundary follows that line W, across the Yarnpa river on the West 
side of Signal Butte, extends W along the BLM boundary at the bottom 
of T6N, R93W, S30, where it rejoins the diagonal road at which we 
began. It follows that road NW to the starting point. 


This boundary eliminates such major impacts as the Duffy Tunnel 
and all its roads and ways, the powerlines, access roads and a group 
of stock ponds near Duffy Mountain Road. In addition, two private 
inholdings and a section of state land are included (conditional upon 
acquisition) in from the final wilderness proposal area. The first 
inholding is in T6N, R 93W, S28-29, and the second is in T6N, R93W, 
$35. 


It is recommended that the section of BLM land in T6N, ROSW, S32, 
excluded to eliminate the Duffy Tunnel and its surrounding ways and 
impacts, NOT be wilderness, but have equal restrictions on 
development. As it exists now, the impact is not largely visible 
from the river, but further development could damage some of the 
wilderness qualities of the area. This is particularly important in 
light of the fact that the river passes the Duffy Tunnel diversion and 
continues another four miles downstream through the proposed 
wilderness area. For recreationists in particular, further 
development at the diversion site would fragment the wilderness 
experience. 
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2.0 Does the Area Qualify? 


Yes, the area definitely merits wilderness designation. 
2.1 Special Considerations of the Study 


The original intent of our study was to investigate the suitability of 
two areas previously rejected by the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) for wilderness designation. The first area, Irish Canyon, an 
area of 6,600 acres lies east of County Road 10N as it extends 
through Irish Canyon from the entrance on the South to intermittent 
Irish Lakes on the North. The second area, Douglas Draw (16,960 
acres), lies directly south of the Irish Canyon area, extending south 
to Highway 318. The two areas are partially separated on the West 
by County Road 169 and a private inholding to which that road leads. 


The BLM's reason for separating the Irish Canyon area and the 
Douglas Draw area east of the private inholding is not known. No 
natural or artificial boundaries (creeks, roads, ditches, telephone 
lines, etc.) can be found. A further investigation revealed that the 
BLM overlapped the two areas being studied in TIN, R100W, S6 (see 
section 3.1 Map 3). Interestingly, the BLM eventually rejected both 
areas from Wilderness Study Area (WSA) consideration largely 
because they were too small to allow solitude and unconfined 
primitive recreation. 


During intensive field research, it was also discovered that the 
northeastern and eastern boundaries of the Douglas Draw area and 
the northern boundary of the Irish Canyon area were largely 
unimpacted. The two inventory areas were combined for study and 
tripled in size, including vast acreage in the North and East. The 
whole area was renamed the Vermillion Basin as it includes the 
spectacular Vermillion Creek canyon, but also the surrounding basin 
and such features as Douglas Draw, Irish Canyon, Dry Mountain and 
Ory Creek. 


3.0 Locatlon/Description 
The proposed Vermillion Basin Wilderness lies north of Colorado 


State Highway 318 about seventy miles west of Craig. Five or six 
miles west from the southwestern corner of the area is the Browns 
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Park National Wildlite Refuge and the small community of Brown's 
Park. Fifteen miles to the Southwest is Dinosaur National Monument. 


Moffat County Road 10N runs along the western boundary of the 
Vermillion Basin, through scenic and historic Irish Canyon. County 
Road 46 helps shape the southeastern boundary of the area. The 
Vermillion Basin area is up to twelve miles wide at the southern 
end, and as it extends north for fifteen miles, it tapers down to a 
width of four miles at Talamantes Creek. Another potential 
wilderness, the Vermillion Bluffs, is contiguous with the Vermillion 
Basin area along the northeastern border for nine miles. A minor 
BLM road separates the two areas. 


Access to the area may be gained from Highway 318, Moffat County 
Roads 10N and 46, and BLM roads along Talamantes Creek and the 
entire eastern boundary. Several ways penetrate the area, but are 
used primarily for ranching. 
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4.0 Acreage/Ownership 


The total area is approximately 61,720 acres. The BLM manages 
approximately 59,000 of the acres. 2,520 acres are owned by the 
State of Colorado, and private property comprises 200 acres. One 
piece of property that was cherry-stemmed along with telephone 
lines and Moffat County Road 169 is included in the table, but is 
excluded from the above acreage totals. It is included purely for 
informational purposes. 


4.1 Table 1 Area Ownership 


Reference # Owner Approximate 
on Map Acres inside Area 
1 VeRO tea ie State of Colorado tttStSCS 640 
2 State of Colorado 160 
3 State of Colorado 640 
4 Walker, J. Boyd and Wanda A. 200 


Browns Park 
County Road 169 
Maybell, CO 81640 


5* Walker, J. Boyd and Wanda A. 400 
(address above) 

6 State of Colorado 640 

nA State of Colorado 400 

8 State of Colorado 40 


Source: Moffat County Courthouse, Craig, Colorado 


“The land referenced by #5 is cherry-stemmed from the proposal. 


5.0 Wilderness Qualities 


The Vermillion Basin is a truly outstanding area. Its diversity of 
geologic formations, splendid petroglyphs, varying topology, 
seashell fossil beds, colorful badlands, soft-rock canyons and 
diverse plant life is astounding. The central Vermillion basin, 
including the Dry Creek area, is a stunning desert canyon, with a few 
sandstone layers shaping, coloring and breaking the soft-rock and 
soil eroded hills. Standing on one peninsula of the plateau, with the 
rich green canyon bottom lying below, one has the sensation of 
standing next to a small "Grand Canyon." All around lie beautiful and 
delicate badiands. 


The Southeast is entirely different. With its thick sage brush fields 
hedging on pinyon pine and juniper forests, hills are covered and 
dense, frequented even by elk. To the West, is Irish Canyon, a 
fascinating and fully fractured hard rock canyon. 


Chances for solitude in the area abound. The researchers spent 
several weeks in the area and never saw another person. The heavily 
forested regions in the Southeast and on the eastern backside of 
Irish Canyon, allow solitude galore. The numerous side canyons and 
ways in the Vermillion Basin, literally thousands of fascinating 
badland gullies, offer wonderful hiking and exploring grounds. Dry 
Mountain, in the Southeast, offers a solitudinous vista: a view of 
over 90 miles to the East across Sand Wash basin, all the way to the 
continental divide, and north into Wyoming. Ted's Draw, Big Bend 
Draw and other gulches in the South are forested, winding and well 
hidden. Vermillion Creek itself, as it runs north from Highway 318 
to the opening of the Vermillion Basin, east of Irish Canyon, is deep 
and well hidden. 


Opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation are plentiful. 
Due to the truly outstanding nature and diversity of the Vermillion 
Basin, specific regions will be described in more detail: 


Irish Canyon: Irish Canyon is a fascinating area of crumbling 
uplifted limestone. The western slope rises gently up onto Cold 
Spring Mountain, while the eastern side ascends straight into the 
sky. From the top of the eastern cliffs (accessible from the gentler 
backside), a visitor is treated to a spectacular panorama of the 








entire Vermillion Basin. The BLM inventory of archaeological sites 
in the Little Snake Resource Area mentions that some of the caves 
along the base were inhabited by Native Americans. Several rocks on 
the canyon floor have petroglyphs visible from the road 
(unfortunately, some have been damaged by gunshots). The BLM 
maintains a small area, including a picnic table and pit toilet, at the 
| south end of the canyon, where another petroglyph panel is displayed. 
The backside of Irish Canyon descends through pinyon pine and 

} juniper forests into the Vermillion Basin. The ridge eventually 
forms the hard barrier through which Vermillion Creek has cut a 
spectacular canyon (see below). 


Dry Mountain: Located in the southeast corner of the Vermillion 
Basin, Dry Mountain is an elevated area of rolling hills and ridges, 
| bounded on the North by the twin Bears Ears peaks. The area is 

| vegetated enough to support substantial populations of elk in 
addition to deer, antelope, badgers, rabbits and other mammals. 
From the top of Dry Mountain, one has views northwest across the 
Vermillion Basin, north to Lookout Mountain and east, across the 
massive Sand Wash basin to Elk Mountain (approximately 60 miles 
away, and the Mount Zirkel Wilderness (90 miles away). The 
panorama is truly astounding. 


































Vermillion and Dry Creeks in the Northern Vermillion Basin: 
From at least one point on the western rim of the basin, Vermillion 
and Dry Creeks seem to form a small "Grand Canyon.” A wide soft- 
rock and soil canyon flattens out and then drops into a dark inner 
“gorge.” Instead of Vishnu Schist, riparian vegetation forms the dark 
inner strip. The view is truly breathtaking. All throughout the 
basin, sandstone and unvegetated dirt canyons twist and wind, 
revealing prismatic colors and delicate patterns and textures. 


Colorful Badlands: Spectacular badlands occur throughout the 
Vermillion Basin. Directly east of Irish canyon rest some 
spectacular painted hills covered with ancient and fragile 
cryptogamic soil. The hills range from green and blue to orange, 
pink, white and, yes, vermillion. Honeycombed sandstone, of varying 
color and formation, always spectacular, lies along the edges of the 
painted hills. More painted badlands occur in the basin, particularly 
in the Dry Creek area. Fortunately, there are no off road vehicle 
(ORV) impacts in the very fragile painted badlands. 
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Vermillion Canyon, as it cuts through the ridge coming down from 
Irish Canyon: The canyon cut by Vermillion Creek at the bottom of 
the basin (east of Irish Canyon) contains one of the most spectacular 
collections of petroglyphs found in the state. At least 8 panels, four 
of them with dozens of petroglyphs, line the canyon walls. One 
petroglyph rises over six feet high on a ledge forty feet above the 
canyon floor. Other petroglyphs feature bow hunting, religious 
figures, coyotes, elk, deer and footprints. The canyon itself is quite 
spectacular, with some desert varnish, sculpted sandstone and, to 
the East, a crumbling steep cliff rising over a thousand feet. From 
there, Vermillion Creek, an intermittent flow, runs through a 
smaller, more forested canyon to the southern boundary, increasing 
dramatically in volume along the way. 


Fossil Seashell Beds: As the BLM way that forms the northern 
boundary descends from the East it passes and then cuts through 
fossil sea shell beds. Abundant clam shells and spirals may be found 
in the dirt. More fossil sea shells were found throughout the 
Vermillion Basin, including in the bottom Vermillion Canyon. 
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6.0 Conflicts and Resource Information 
6.1 Grazing 


The grazing allotments in the Vermillion area are large, due to the 
poor grazing conditions. The basin itself is a vast arid expanse 
lacking vegetation. Parts of five grazing allotments fall within the 
proposed wilderness boundaries. The grazing impacts in the area 
include several stock ponds, numerous water holding tubs, fences, a 
holding corral, and several windmills along the border. 


6.1.1 Table 2 Grazing Allotments 


Allotment # Permittee AUM's/ Season Federal Range 
and Name Type Acreage Cond. 
4219 Nottingham 7150 sheep 12/1-5/5 57,212 50%S 
Sand Wash Livestock 

P.O. Box 969 


Craig, CO 81626 


4302 Lazy VD 

Dry Creek Livestock Co., 
Wright Dickinson 
14883 County Rd 10N 
Maybell, CO 81640 


5,470 cattle11/1-4/30 77,939 55%S 


4303 Boyd Walker 606 cattle 3/1-5/15 21,164 5%$ 
S. Bears Ears Browns Park 

County Road 169 

Maybell, CO 81640 


4304 Sambero 330 cattle 12/1-5/15 26,166 35%S 
West Boone Ranch, Inc., 1336 horse 
Draw Pat Mantle 

Box 100 


Maybell, CO 81640 
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Charles Jones, BLM Range Conservationist; Little Snake RMP & EIS, 


Sources: BLM Little Snake Resource Area Office, Craig, Colorado; 
February, 1986. 


Note: "50% S" in the Range Condition column indicates that a 


50% of the land in the allotment is suitable range 


in the Little Snake RMP & EIS, Feb. 1986) 





| 


S as aa 
eee ce 
va 
Srey 


ww! 


eS 





DY 





ea eres 
ND es e 


ee wie i 
A Lie ee ai 


(ers - Mg) bey AY 
EE DEA R 


ZG 


pore 
ey 





\ SHELA TT ysis 


Naan PPA 


PUN Vis 











yW 


14 


5/11/89) 


closed 


Lease # Lessee/Address 


The Vermillion Basin is heavily leased for oil and gas production, but 
40980 


as of June 10, 1989, no leases were actively producing. Many areas, 


6.2 Oil and Gas 

marked COG (Competitive Oil and Gas) on the map, will soon be up for 
competitive bid. : 

6.2.1 Table 3 Oil and Gas Leases 


Location 
see map 





Kee 
a haa 


issued’ 
2/19/88) 


non-prod. 


Harry 


46237 Ptasynski, 


T10N,R101W 


SASK: 
aed 


sae 





aes 


Casper, WY 82602 


Box 43 


$24, $25, 
S36 W2W2, lots 
1,3,5,7,14,15 


8/1/87) 


closed 


20248 


see map 
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Oil and Gas Leases (continued) 


Location 


Lease # Lessee/Address 


T10ON, R101W 
S2 S2NE, SE, 
lots 5,6 
T11N, R101W 
$35 W2, 
36 NWNW 


47461 


see map 35338 
TION, R100W, 

$8, S9, $10, S17, 

$18 S2NE, E2SW, SE 

$19 SE, S21 E2, 

$26 E2, E2NW, 

$27 E2, S29 NW, 

$32 NW, S34 E2, S35 
TION, R101W 

$13 NE 


47034 


T11N, RI00W 
$30 E2W2, SE, 
lots 5-8 
31 E2, lots 5-9, 
32 W2, SE 
T11N, R101W 
$21 fot 11, 
36 lot 1,3,5 


33652 


T11N, R101W 
$27 


44042 


see map 24081 


see map 26167 


see map 31302 


Wells, Anna M R 
Box 11187 
Boulder, CO 80301 


Liberty Petro Corp. 
Box 20467 
New York, NY 10023 


Monsanto Oil Co. 
5613 DTC Pky #600 
Englewood, CO 80111 


O'Connell, R K 
Box 2003 
Casper, WY 82602 
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Oil and Gas Leases (continued) 


Location 


Lease # Lessee/Address 


eee ee ee ee ee ee eee 


TSN, R100W 
$3 S2NE, SW, 
lots 5,6, 
6 S2NE, SENW, 
E2SW, SE, 
lots 8-14, 
7 E2, E2we2, 
lots 5-8 
TION, R100W 
$31 E2, lots 5-9, 
32 SW, 33, 34 W2 


TION, Ri00W 
$8, 9, 10, 17, 
18 S2NE, E2SW, SE, 
19 SE, 21 E2, 

26 E2, E2NW, 
27 E2, 29 NW, 32 NW, 
34 E2, 35 

TION, R101W 

$13 NE 


47034 


TION, R100W 40970 
$18 N2NE, E2NW, 
lots 5-8, 
19 NE, E2W2, 
lots 5-8, 
20, 21 W2, 27 W2, 
28, 29 E2, SW, 
30 E2, E2W2, lot 5-8, 
32 E2 


see map 46809 
TION, R100W 42462 
$6 lot 9 


Ptasynski, Nola G 
Box 43 
Casper, WY 82602 


Liberty Petro Corp 
Box 20467 
New York, NY 10023 


Ptasynski, Harry 
Box 43 
Casper, WY 82602 


Parker, Jacob J 
Rt 1 Box 273 B 
Columbia, NC 27925 
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Status Critical 
Date 

non-prod. issued 
7/6/88 

Closed 8/1/87 
non-prod. issued 
1/18/89 

non-prod. issued 
9/3/81 

non-prod. issued 
4/20/87 

Closed 12/2/86 
Closed 3/22/89 
Closed 6/1/87 
Status Critical 
Date 

non-prod. issued 
6/28/85 

non-prod. issued 
1/18/89 

non-prod. issued 
5/31/85 

rejected 4/12/88 
non-prod. establ. 
3/1/84 


\\ 


Oil and Gas Leases (continued) 


Lease # Lessee/Address 


Status 


Critical 
Date 


ee 


Location 

T11N, R101W 44809 
$25, $26 

TON, R100W 44807 
$10, Si1 NE, W2 


$14, $14, $28, S33 


TON, RI00W 
$27, S34 N2, S35 


44806 


TON, R1i00OW 
$3 S2NW, SE, 
lots 7,8, 
11 SE, 
13 NWNE, S2NE, 
NW, S2, 
17, 22 S2, N2SE, 
24, 26 NW,SW 


45564 


TON, RiOOW 
$20, 21, 
22 NE,S2SE, 
23, 25 NW, 
26 NE, N2NW 


43278 


TON, Ri00W, 
$4 S2N2, S2, 
lots 5-8, 
5 S2N2, S2, 
lots 5-8, 
8,9 


47033 


Vassilupoulos, Mary 
909 Rio Vista Cir. SW 
Albuquerque, NM 87105 


Wolf, Marvin E 
Box 2062 
Denver, CO 80201 


Wolf, Marvin E 
Box 2062 
Denver, CO 80201 


Ptasynski, Nola G 
Box 43 
Casper, WY 82602 


Coors Energy Co. 
Box 467 
Golden, CO 80402 


Ptasynski, Harry 
Box 43 
Casper, WY 82602 
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Oil and Gas Leases (continued) 


Lease # Lessee/Address 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


Status 


issued - 
5/27/87 


issued 
3/3/87 


issued 
3/3/87 


issued 
9/27/87 


issued 
11/25/86 


issued 
3/30/88 


Critical 
Date 


Location 

see map 46809 

TiON, R100W 42466 
$6 lot 12 

T10N, R100W 42371 
S6 SENW 

TION, R100W 42283 
S6 SENE 

T10N, R100W 42468 
S6 lot 13 

TION, R100W 42285 
S6 NESW 

T10N, R100W 42362 
S6 NWSE 

TION, R1i00W 42286 
S6 NESE 

T10N, R100W 42467 
S6 lot 14 

TION, Ri00W 42385 
S6 SESW 


Brown, Sandy J 
6300 SE Lake Rd. 
Millwaukie, OR 97222 


Jordan Jr, Melton 
Rt 1 Box 24 
Pauli, OK 73074 


Schulte, Floyd 
RD 2 
Dimmitt, TX 79027 


C + D Farms, Inc. 
Rt 2 Box 10 
Lindon, CO 80740 


Davis, Wayne C 
Box 345 
Clemons, NC 27012 


Butterworth, Joseph R. 
1700 Big Hanaford Rd 
Centralia, WA 98531 


Schulte, Floyd 
Rd 2 
Dimmitt, TX 79027 


McCahan, James R 
5640 Patricia Ave NW 
N. Canton, OH 44720 


Boyden, John L 


132 1700 Rd 
Delta, CO 81416 
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rejected 


non-prod. 


A 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


11/12/88 
establ. 
3/1/84 


establ. 
3/1/84. 


establ. 
3/1/84 


establ. 
3/1/84 


establ. 
3/1/84 


establ. 
3/1/84 


establ. 
3/1/84 


establ. 
3/1/84 


establ. 
3/1/84 


Oil and Gas Leases (continued) 


Status 


non-prod. 


cancelled 


cancelled 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


cancelled 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


Critical 
Date 


establ. 
3/1/84 
3/1/89 
3/1/89 


establ. 
3/1/84 


establ. 
3/1/84 


establ. 
3/1/84 


3/1/89 


establ. 
3/1/84 


establ. 
3/1/84 


establ. 


Location Lease # Lessee/Address 
TION, R100W 42382 Kunziet, Max W 
$5 lot 8 Park Valley, UT 84329 
T10N, R100W 42363 
S5 lot 7 
T10N, Ri00W 42361 
S5 SWNW 
T1ON, R100W 42474 Nutter, Robert 
$5 SENW Rt 3 Box 74 
Hillsborogh, NC 27278 
T10N, R100W 42380 Lehnert, Louis A 
$5 SENE 486 Maria St. 
Santa Clara, CA 95050 
TION, R100W 42365 Crowder, BL 
$5 N2SW 605 W Estes Apt #8 
Midiand, TX 79701 
T10N, R100W 42282 
$5 NESE 
TION, R1I00W 42379 Morton, Edward M. 
S5 SWSW Rt 1 Box 324 
Katy, TX 77449 
T1iON, R100W 42286 Double Eagle Petro 
$5 SESW Box 766 
Casper, WY 82602 
T10N, R100W 42373 Clark, William M 
$5 SWSE Rt #1 Box 146 


Culpepper, VA 22701 
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Oil and Gas Leases (continued) 


Location Lease # Lessee/Address 


Status 


3/1/84 


Critical 
Date 


eee ee eee eee eee eee eee ee ee ee eee er rrr Ty 


TON, RSSW 
$5 S2N2, S2, 
lots 5-8, 
6 S2NE, SENW, 
E2Sw, SE, 
7 E2, E2W2, 
lots 5-8, 
8 N2, N2SW, SWSW, 
NWSE, 
15 , 27, 28 NW, S2 


44802 Wolf, Joyce 
5353 W. Alabama #303 
Houston, TX 77056 


TON, R9SW 45561 Petrolex - 86 
S9 NENE, S2NE, SE Box 30815 Ste #1013 
18 E2, E2We2, Salt Lake City, UT 
lots 1-4, 84130 
19 E2SW, SE, 
lots 3,4 
20 SE, 29, 
31 SENE, E2SW, SE, 
lots 3,4 
34, 35 S2 


TON, R9SW 
$19 NE, E2NW 


48237 Rutter, John AW 
Box 3186 


Midland, TX 79702 


SESE, lot 1 
TON, RI00W 
S25 NE, SW, NWSE, 
26 SE 
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non-prod. 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


establ. 
11/24/86 


establ. 
5/26/87 


issued 
10/12/88 


Oil and Gas Leases (continued) 


Location Lease # Lessee/Address 
T11N, R100W 33652 Monsanto Oil Co. 
$30 E2S2, SE, 5613 DTC Pky #600 
lot 5-8, Englewood, CO 80111 
31 E2, lot 5-9, 
32 W2, SE 
T11N, R101W 
$36 lots 1,3,5 
T11N, R1I00W 40971 Strouck, Thomas F 
$28 E2, NESW, Box 2875 
S2sw, Casper, WY 82602 
29 W2, NWSE, 
S2SE, 
30 NE, 32 NE 
T11N, Ri00W 45565 Sorenson, David J 
$19 E2SW, SE, Box 1453 
lots 7,8 Roswell, NW 88201 
20 S2, 
21 SW, NWSE, 
22 N2NW, S2 
T11N, R1i00W 30580 Monsanto Oil Co. 
$19 NE, E2NW, 5613 DTC Pky #600 
lot 5° Englewood, CO 80111 
T11N, R100W 30914 Monsanto Oil Co. 
$18 E2, E2SW, 5613 DTC Pky #600 
lot 7,8 Englewood, CO 80111 
TON, R1I00W 45303 Wolf, Matthew D 
$1 S2N2, S2, 5353 W. Alabama #303 
lots 5-8 Houston, TX 77056 
2 NE, S2NW, S2, 
lots 5,6, 
12 
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Oil and Gas Leases (continued) 


Location Lease # Lessee/Address 


non-prod. 


TON, ROSW 
$30 E2SW, SWSE, 
lots 2-4, 
31 NENE, N2NE, 
E2NW, lots 1,2 
TON, R100W 
S25 E2SE, SWSE 


37352 Ptasynski, Harry 
Box 43 
Casper, WY 82602 


see map 37351 
T8N, Ri00W 

Si lots 5-12 

2 NESE, S2SE, 

lots 5-13, 16, 
13 E2NE, N2NW, 
$282, 

14, 16, 23 NE, 24 

TON, R100W 


44806 Wolf, Marvin L 
Box 2062 
Denver, CO 80201 


ee ee ee eee) 


Source: BLM State Office, Lakewood, Colorado 
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Status 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


non-prod. 


Status 


cancelled 


non-prod. 


11/24/86 | 








Critical 
Date 


establ. 
9/3/81 


issued | 
5/31/85 | 


issued | 
9/29/87 © 


Critical | 


issued | 
2/17/87 | 


establ. |. 
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Hardrock Mining Claims (continued) 


Location Claim Name Claimant Serial Lead Location 

# File # Date 

T8N, Ri00W Dove #164 Andover Mins. 213916 213853 1/8/86 
S2 NW Corp. 


T8N, R100W Dove #165 Andover Mins. 
S2 NW Corp. 


213917 213853 1/8/86 


T8N, RiOOW Dove #166 Andover Mins. 213918 213853 1/8/86 


S2 NW Corp. 
T8N, RIOOW Dove #167 Andover Mins. 213919 213853 1/8/86 
$3 NE Corp. 
T8N, R1i00W Dove #168 Andover Mins. 213920 213853 1/8/86 
$3 NE Corp. 


Source: BLM State Office, Lakewood, Colorado 
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6.3 Coal 


There is no coal production, nor leasing, in the Vermillion Basin 
area. 


6.4 Hardrock Mining 


Several mining claims exist in the studied area. 


6.4.1 Table 4 Hardrock Mining Claims 


Location Claim Name Claimant Serial Lead Location 
# @6File # Date 
TON, R100W Block #203 Bittle, Harold L 221367 221165 5/24/87 
S7 NE, Bittle, Dorothy N 
S8W2 — Lohrer, Edward D 
Osmond, J. 
T8N, R9S9SW Dove #157 Andover Mins. 213909 213853 1/8/86 
S6 NE Corp. 
T8N, R99W Dove #158 Andover Mins. 213910 213853 1/8/86 
S6 NW Corp. 
T8N, Ri00W Dove #159 Andover Mins. 213911 213853 1/8/86 
Si NE Corp. 
T8N, R9SW Dove #160 Andover Mins. 213912 213853 1/8/86 
S1 NE Corp. 
T8N, Ri00W Dove #161 Andover Mins. 213913 213853 1/8/86 
Si NW Corp. 
TEN, R100W Dove #162 Andover Mins. 213914 213853 1/8/86 
S1 NW Corp. 
T8N, Ri00W Dove #163 Andover Mins. 213915 213853 1/8/86 
$2 NE Corp. 
27 


6.5 Existing Water Rights 


Despite the significant lack of water in the Vermillion Basin, 
sources have been found. 


6.5.1 Table 5 Existing Water Rights 


Location Structure Source Amount/U Use Adj. 


T11N, R101W, Dickinson S. Vermillion Creek 1.0000 A § S$ 
$22 NESE Fred Flat R2 


T11N, R101W, Dickinson S. Vermillion Creek 1.0000 A S$ Ss 
S23 NWSE Fred Flat R1 


T11N, R101W, Dickinson S. Vermillion Creek 1.0000 A S § 
$27 NWNE Fred Flat R3 


TION, RI0iW, Irish Lake Vermillion Creek 413.0000 A S §S 
$10 NWSE ‘ 


TION, R101W, Dickinson Vermillion Creek 1.0000A S_ § 


$12 SWNE Blue Hill R1 

TION, R101W, Dickinson Vermillion Creek 1.0000 A S S§S 
$13 SWNE Blue Hill R5 
TION, R101W, Dickinson Vermillion Creek °1.0000A S §S 
$13 NENW Biue Hill R4 
TION, R101W, Dickinson Vermillion Creek 1.0000 A S Ss 
S24NWSW lrish L Res 2 
TON, R101W, Vermilion Vermillion Creek 0.0300 C SO § 
$2 SENW No. 1 Spring 
TON, R101W, Vermilion Vermillion Creek 0.0300 C S § 
S2 SENW No. 2 Spring 


29 


Existing Water Rights (continued) 


Location Structure Source Amount/U Use Adj. 
Type 
TON, R101W, Vermilion Vermillion Creek 0.0300C SO S$ 


S2 SENW No. 3 Spring 


TON, R101W, Upper Vermillion Creek 3.0000 C | S 
S2 NWSW Buffham Ditch 


TSN, R101W, Vermilion Vermillion Creek 0.0300C S §S 
$2 NESW No. 4 Spring 


TON, R101W, Vermilion Vermillion Creek 0.0300 C SO § 
S2 NESW No. 5 Spring 

TON, R101W, Lower Vermillion Creek 1.0000 C 1 $s 
S15 SWNW Buffham Ditch 

T1ON,R100W, Lower Three Dry Creek 0.0220C S$ O 
S5 NWNE Mile Weil 

T10N,R100W, Dickinson Sand Wash 1.0000 A S$ $,C 
S7 NENE Dry Ck Res 40 


T10N,R100W, Dickinson Vermillion Cresk 1.0000A S S 
S7 NWSW Blue Hill R2 : 


TION,R100W, Lower Dry Dry Creek 6.0220C S$ O 
$16 SENW Ck Well 


TION,R100W, Dickinson Vermillion Creek 1.0000 A S$ Ss 
$18 NWNW Blue Hill R3 


TION,R100W, Dickinson Dry Creek 1.0000 A S S§S 
$27 SWSW___siDrry Ck Res 35 


T10N,R100W, Alga! Spring Vermillion Creek 0.0010 C DSO S 
$28 NESE 
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6.6 Timber Production 


The potential for woodcutting in the North ‘basin area is nil: there 
are no trees. On the higher land to either side, on the east side of 
Irish Canyon, and in the Southeast region pinyon pine and juniper 
forests do exist, but are uncut. The BLM has no plans at the current 
time to issue cutting permits. 


6.7 Existing Ways 


Several ways exist in the area, but are usually faint. The existing 
ways are used primarily for hunting and ranching. There is no sign 
of off-road vehicle use. Many maps show a network of ways or roads 
in the southeastern section of the Vermillion Basin area; however, 
very few of these ways are passable for any four-wheel-drive 
vehicle, and all are located in the most densely vegetated region of 
the Vermillion Basin area. The rapid revegetation of these little- 
used ways indicate that impacts in this region are quickly 
revegetated and easily hidden. A few of the ways are likely used for 
ranching, but the most are relatively unused, except by occasional 
adventurists and hunters. 


7. 0 Current Management 


The proposed Vermillion Basin Wilderness boundary contains parts 
of four management units: 2, 3, 12 and 13B. 


M.U, 2: Northern Central. Management Unit 2 lands in the basin ara in 
the northeast corner. Priority in this unit goes to oil and gas 
development. Timber, although none is in the area contained within 
the proposal boundaries, is a secondary priority. Coal, mining, 
grazing, wildlife and wild horses have lowest priority. Off road 
vehicles are allowed. 


M.U. 3: Little Snake River. M.U. 3 lands in the Vermillion basin are 
generally higher, grassy lands. Accordingly, these lands are managed 
with grazing as a top priority: "The management objectives of this 
unit would be to improve soil and watershed values, increase forage 
production, and enhance livestock grazing"(Little Snake Revised 
Proposed RMP, October 1988, page 25). Coal, oil and gas, mineral 
extraction, wildlife (including wild horses), woodcutting, and 
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Existing Water Rights (continuing) 


Location Structure Source Amount/U Use Adj. 
Type 
TION, R100W, Dickinson Dry Creek 1.0000A S § 


$28 SESE Dry Ck Res 33 


TION,RIOOW, Top Spring Vermillion Creek 0.0100 C RSO S 
S29 SENW 


TSN, R100W, Middle G Sand Wash 0.0100 C FSO S 
S2 SENW Spring 


TON, RIOOW, Bears Ears Vermillion Creek 1.0000 A S$ S$ 
S3 SWSW Res. 


TON, RIOOW, Salt Rock Vermillion Creek 0.0100 GC RSOS 
S4 SENE Spring 


TON, RICOW, Rose Spring Vermillion Creek 0.0100 C RSO S 
S4 SWNE 


TSN, R100W, Maple Spring Vermillion Creek 0.0100 C OSR S 
$4 SENW 


TON, R100W, Shale Spring Vermillion Creek 0.0100 C DSO S 
S4 NESW 


Source: State Engineer's Office, Denver, Colorado 


Note: Units columin (next to Amount): 'C’ = cubic feet per second (cfs), 
and 'A' = acre feet. 
Use column: 'D' = domestic, 'S' = stock, 'O' = other, 'R' = recreation, 
'l’ = irrigation. 
Adjudication Type column: ‘S' = Supplemental, ‘O' = other, 
'C’ = conditional. 
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recreation may proceed as normal on BLM lands, so long as they do 
not interfere with grazing in any serious way. Off-road vehicle use 
is allowed in this management unit. 


M.U. 12: Vermillion. The Vermillion and Dry Creek corridors fall 
within the Vermillion Management Unit. “The soils in this unit are 
very ‘fragile’ and are exiremely susceptible to wind and water 
erosion because of steepness, shallowness, [and] fine texture"(LS 
Revised Proposed RMP, p. 33). Desert heat and aridity limit 
forageable vegetation. The RMP calls for management to control 
erosion and sediment yields. , Other multiple uses are allowed as 
jong as they do not interfere with the fragile soil management. 
Vehicle use, accordingly, is restricted to existing roads and trails. 


M.U. 13-B: Irish Canyon. Two different areas, Irish Canyon and G- 
Spring, are part of MU 13-B, an “Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern” (ACEC). “The Irish Canyon area is one of the major 
landmarks in northwest Colorado and exhibits the most complete 
record of geologic history in the Uinta Mountains. Good condition 
examples of three remnant plant associations, as well as Colorado 
BLM sensitive plant species, occur within the unit. Irish Canyon is 
the center for significant archaeological history...The area 
encompasses some of the most notable rock art in western Colorado. 
The scenery of the area is spectacular” (LS Rev. Prop. RMP, p. 34). 
The area is managed to protect the remnant plant species, geologic 
values, cultural and historic values and scenic quality. Coal, oil and 
gas and mineral extraction are allowed, but are bound by tha 
protective stipulations of an ACEC. Woodcutting and mineral 
material sales are not allowed. Vehicle use is limited to existing 
ways and trails. 
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10N from the West. The boundary follows east of the telephone 
poles as they run along 10N to the intersection with County 169 in 
TSN, R101W, S4. The boundary now runs in toward the area, cherry- 
stemming County 169, private property #5 (see area ownership 
map), and the telephone lines that run from the private’ property 
northwest in TIN, R101W, S3 and TION, R101W, S34, to County 10N. 
Through trish Canyon, the boundary lies to the East of 10N and the 
telephone poles. Usually the telaphone poles are on the west side of 
the road, but they do cross to the East briefly at the top of TION, 
R101W, S34, the Southeast of $27, the Southwest of $10, and for 
about a mile in S26, 23 and 22. Once the road leaves the northern 
mouth of Irish Canyon T10N, R101W, S10, the boundary follows to 
the North a way that lies approximately a quarter mile east of 
County 10N, and parallel to it. The boundary follows this "inside 
way" from TION, R101W, S10 all the way to where the telephone 
lines cross that way in T11N, R101W, S21. From there the boundary 
runs a quarter mile north along the S21/S22 boundary to the starting 
point. 


This last jaunt, from trish Canyon north, eliminates various impacts 
between the boundary and County 10N, including several ways, the 
telephone poles, water holders, feeding troughs and an old car. 

The one private inholding and the various state lands are included in 
the proposed Vermillion Basin Wilderness Area contingent upon 
acquisition. 


Such is the proposed boundary of this remarkable areal 
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8. 0 Proposed Boundary Description 


As previously noted, the original study areas, Irish Canyon and 
Douglas Draw, were connected and expanded to include vast expanses 
of pristine acreage in the North and East. As discussed in the 
"Existing Ways” section, many ways are shown in the Southeast, but 
they were found to be insignificant impacts, and so the boundary 
was extended further to the Southeast. 


Starting in the far northwest corner of the Vermillion Basin area 
(follow along on map 3), where the phone lines come from the South 
and cross the BLM road along Talamantes Creek (T11N, R101W, 
border of S21 and 22), the northern boundary roughly follows the 

_ edge of the plateau to the South of Talamantes Creek, from sections 
21/22 to the southeast corner of T11N, Ri01W, S13. From the 
corner, the boundary runs north, almost to the quarter line, where it 
meets Talamantes Creek. The boundary follows Talamantes Creek to 
its confluence with Vermillion Creek in T11N, R100W, S20. From 
Vermillion Creek the boundary follows to the South of the BLM road 
as it climbs from the Vermillion Basin to the eastern plateau. Upon 
teaching the top, where the BLM road connects with a BLM way 
running north and south, the boundary follows the new BLM way 
south, crossing the Dry Creek basin, all the way to G-Gap (top of 
TION, R100W, S34). From G-gap the boundary runs southeast along 
the road to G-spring, excluding the private property in TON, R100W, 
$2 and $11. From the southern end of the property, the boundary 
follows to the South of Moffat County Road #52 to the intersection 
of 52 and County 46 (TSN, RiOOW, $12). The boundary follows south 
and then west of County 46 to the top of the private property in 
Sheephead Basin (TIN, R&ESW, $32), follows the private boundary 
along the northern and western edges and then rejoins County 46 in 
T8N, R9SW, S5. The boundary follows to the West of 46 to the 
private property in T8N, R99W, S7. From there, it follows the 
BLM/private boundary as it zigzags northwest to the southeastern 
corner of T9N, R100W, S34. Two high-density ways in Hartman Draw 
(S35) are cherry-stemmed to the boundary of S35 on the East and 
north. Slicing through the middie of S34, the boundary follows the 
BLM boundary to Highway 318, which it follows west to County 10N, 
excluding the private property in TON, RIOOW, S32. At the 
intersection of 318 and 10N, the boundary turns north and runs to 
the right-middie of T9N, R101W, S8 where telephone lines cross 
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MR. SINGLAUB: Good evening. 
I'm John Singlaub, the Area Manager of 
the Bureau of Land Management's Grand 
Junction office. I will be conducting 
the hearing this evening on the Craig 
District Draft Wilderness Environmental 
Impact Statement. 

If you have not signed in, 
please do so at this time. If you 
would like to speak, please be sure to 
check the appropriate box on the 
sign-in sheet. 

The reporter for this 
evening's hearing is James Rusk of Rusk 
& Rusk Reporting Service. A verbatim 
transcript of all testimony or comments 
received will be prepared. A copy of 
the transcript will be published in the 
final EIS along with a response to 
comments. If you wish to obtain a copy 
of the transcript, you will need to 
make your own arrangements with the 
reporter. Copies of the transcript 
will also be available in about 25 days 


for public review at the Bureau of Land 
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A. P PL EVAR ANC ES 
MR. JOHN SINGLAUB, Area 


Manager, BLM, Grand Junction, Colorado, 


MR. GREG GOODENOW, 
Environmental Coordinator, BLM, Craig, 


Coloradc, 


MR. DAVID COOPER, BLM, 
Outdoor Recreation Planner, Craig, 


Colorado. 


Management's Colorado State Office, at 
the District offices in Craig and 
Vernal, and at the Resource Area 
offices in Meeker and 

Kremmling. 

A hearings panel has been 
designated to receive your comments. 
They are Greg Goodenow, Environmental 
Coordinator, and Dave Cooper, Outdoor 
Recreation Planner. Both are with the 
Bureau of Land Management's Craig 
District office. The panel is here to 
make sure we clearly understand your 
comments. The panel or I may ask 
clarifying questions at the end of each 
speaker's remarks. These questions 
should not be interpreted as 
expressions of any predetermined 
position, we simply want to understand 
the comments and points you are trying 
to make. 

This public hase tod has two 
objectives, first to obtain the views 
of the interested public on the 


wilderness recommendations for 
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consideration by the Bureau of Land 
Management, the Secretary of the 
Interior, the President and Congress; 
and second to obtain the views and 
comments from the public on the 
analysis contained in the draft 
Environmental Impact 

Statement. 

This hearing is an 
opportunity for interested individuals 
to speak on the record, it is not a 
debate or question and answer session. 
If you do not wish to speak at 
tonight's hearing, but would like to 
comment, written comments will be 
received through January 12, 1990. 
Written and oral comments will receive 
equal consideration. Written comments 
will be accepted here tonight, or they 
can be sent to: Wilderness EIS - 
Project Manager, Bureau of Land 
Management, 455 Emerson Street, Craig, 
Colorado 81625. 

To obtain a copy of the Draft 


EIS or if you have questions regarding 


Congress in the Wilderness Act of 1964. 
Section 2(c) of that Act states, "A 
wilderness, in contrast with those 
areas where man and his own works 
dominate the landscape, is hereby 
recognized as an area where the earth 
and its community of life are 
untrammeled by man, where man himself 
is a visitor who does not remain." 
These WSAs were identified in this 
inventory process. The inventory 
process was completed in November 
1980. 

The STUDY phase is the next 
step. This Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement analyzes the environmental, 
social, and economic effects of 
designation or non-designation as 
wilderness for each of eight WSAs in 
the White River and Kremmling resource 
areas of the Bureau of Land 
Management's (or BLM's) Craig district. 
The WSAs are located in Grand, Jackson, 
Moffat, and Rio Blanco counties, 


Colorado, and Uintah County, Utah. The 
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the analysis, Greg Goodenow and Dave 
Cooper will be available after the 
meeting to discuss your specific 
concern. 

Greg Goodenow will now give a 
short presentation on the wilderness 
process, and a summary of the analysis 
and recommendations contained in the 
draft EIS. 

MR. GOODENOW: I'm the 
environmental coordinator for the 
Bureau of Land Management's Craig 
District. I'd like to share some 
information with you about the Bureau 
of Land Management's Wilderness review 
process. BLM has developed a 
wilderness review process consisting of 
three phases: inventory, study, and 
reporting. 

The INVENTORY phase involves 
studying the public lands that contain 
wilderness characteristics as 
established by Congress. The Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act directs 


BLM to use the criteria given by 


study areas are Bull Canyon (12,297 
acres), Willow Creek (13,368 acres), 
Skull Creek (13,740 acres), Black 
Mountain (9,932 acres), Windy Gulch 
(12,274 acres), Oil Spring Mountain 
(17,740 acres), Troublesome (8,250 
acres), and Platte River Contiguous 
which is about 30 acres. BLM's 
proposed action is to recommend the 
Bull Canyon, Willow Creek, Skull Creek 
and Platte River Contiguous WSAs as 
suitable for wilderness designation. 
The other WSAs are proposed as 
nonsuitable for wilderness 
designation. 

This Draft EIS replaces and 
supercedes the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for the White River 
Resource Area Wilderness Planning 
Amendment, which was published in 1983, 
and the wilderness analysis in the 
Kremmling Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement which 
was published in 1984. This analysis 


also serves as a plan amendment for 
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land-use plans covering the WSAs. 

Eight wilderness study areas in the 
Little Snake Resource Area have already 
been analyzed in the Draft Wilderness 
Technical Supplement to the Little 
Snake Resource Management Plan and are 
not analyzed further in this Draft EIS. 
The Draft Wilderness Technical 
Supplement and this Draft EIS will, 
however, be combined to form a Craig 
District-wide Final Wilderness EIS. We 
expect to publish the Final EIS in the 
Spring or Summer of 1990. 

Reporting is the final phase 
of the wilderness review process. Upon 
completion of this study, a 
recommendation on whether each WSA is 
suitable or nonsuitable for designation 
as wilderness in the National 
Wilderness Preservation System will be 
made by BLM through the Secretary of 
the Interior to the President. This 
will be contained in a Wilderness Study 
Reneree, We are anticipating that a 


statewide reporting package will be 
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MR. SINGLAUB: All right. 

Our only speaker who signed up tonight 
is Mark Pearson. As long as you speak 
clearly you can probably speak from 
where you are if you want Mark, or you 
can come up to the front of the 

room. 

MR. PEARSON: 1I'11 speak from 
here, 

MR. SINGLAUB: If you would 
state your name, address, and who you 
represent other than yourself, and if 
you have a written statement, it would 
be helpful if you could provide the 
reporter with a copy of any prepared 
statement you may have. 

MR. PEARSON: My name is Mark 
Pearson, and my address is Box 204, 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81502, and I 
will speak tonight on behalf of the 
Uncompahgre group of the Sierra Club, 
which represents the 350 members of the 
Sierra Club in Gunnison, Montroear 
Mesa, and Delta counties. 


First of all I would like to QG@= 4 
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submitted in 1990. 

The recommendation to the 
President will also include a mineral 
survey for those WSAs recommended as 
suitable. This survey will be 
conducted by the U.S. Geological Survey 
and Bureau of Mines. 

The President will then make 
his recommendation to the Congress. 
Only Congress can designate an area as 
wilderness. 

Until Congress either 
designates a WSA as wilderness or 
releases it for other uses, all WSAs 
will be managed under BLM's Interim 
Management Policy and Guidelines for 
Lands under Wilderness Review to 
maintain wilderness qualities inherent 
to each WSA until the time Congress 
makes its final decision. 

This process is outlined in 
more detail in Chapter 1 of the Draft 
EIS. We do have copies of the Draft 
EIS available for you tonight if you 


would like some. 


compliment Greg and whoever else up 
there in the Craig District who worked 
on this. 

I think this EIS is one of 
the most lucid EISs I have had a chance 
to read. It seems to be written with 
some common sense, and some common 
sense-type arguments. In particular I 
was pleased by the discussion of the 
oil and gas potential for Bull Canyon, 
Willow Creek, and Skull Creek. And 
previously we've heard F.M. Tully talk 
about the fact that there is a billion 
barrels of oil underneath Willow Creek 
just because it's like within a few 
miles of Rangely. And now the EIS 
clearly states once you drill 70 dry 
holes around the area, you could be 
fairly safe in concluding that there is 
probably not much oil potential there. 
And I'm glad to see that BLM has 
finally adopted a little bit of common 
sense, 

I think one point we would 


like to make is to remind everyone that 
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this wilderness EIS only analyzes the 
last few fragments of the BLM 
Wilderness Study Process, and that BLM 
started with many more areas that they 
considered for analysis. They left out 
Pinyon Ridge, which was certainly an 
area that qualified, I think, for 
wilderness study. You left out most of 
Cold Springs Mountain in the Craig 
District. You left out all the land 
along Irish Canyon, on either side of 
Irish canyon, part of which was in the 
Cold Springs unit, part of which was in 
Douglas Draw or some other unit. All 
of Vermillion Bluffs got crunched 
somewhere along the line. Little 

Yampa Canyon never even showed up as an 
inventory unit, I don't think. 

So we've already thrown out 
more than half the acreage in the Craig 
District that would have -- that should 
have really gotten to the wilderness 
suitability study stage. There is a 
lot of defacto wilderness there that 


got dropped out for whatever reasons in 
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to trade state sections after 
wilderness designation. 

I didn't see any mention 
explicitly of what the state's position 
might be, but I would encourage you to 
look for that letter from the 
Department of Natural Resources and 
find and incorporate that into it so 
that it's clear that you can draw 
wilderness boundaries that make the 
most sense, that includes -- that state 
sections that follow topographic 
features. 

I would like to strongly G-5 
support the wilderness recommendation 
for Bull Canyon. The first time that 
you recommended it for wilderness in 
1982 it made a lot of sense then 
because you followed topographic 
boundaries and recommended boundary 
additions to make for a more intact 
wilderness unit, and I can see you are 
still doing that, and I think that is a 
good idea and I support that. And I'm 


glad to see that Willow Creek and Skull 
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1979 and 1980, because of perhaps the 
more rabid antiwilderness climate of 
the local elected officials up there. 
For whatever reason, we lost a whole 
bunch of land that should be included 
in this or other wilderness documents. 
I think that needs to be the first fact 
that is brought up. 

Some of those areas you can 
still go back and include under Section 
202. So I would encourage you to do 
that. Now that ten years have passed 
since you first started this inventory 
stage, I encourage you to go back and 
pick up some of those areas like Little 
Yampa Canyon and the rest of Cold 
Springs and Vermillion Bluffs and so on 
under your authority of Section 
202. 

It seems to me that I recall G-4 
that the state of Colorado has 
previously written some comments or a 
letter stating that they supported 
wilderness designations that included 


state lands and they would be willing 
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Creek are also recommended. But I 
don't understand why you have not 
adopted the combined wilderness 
alternative which combines them both 
into a single wilderness since, the 
only things separating them is a 
nonexisting right-of-way, which is 
about as minor as you can get. It's 
being reclaimed; it's not open to 
vehicular traffic as I understand, and 
it's undergoing reclamation, and there 
is certainly no reason that a piece of 
ground that doesn't carry vehicles 
should be used as a reason to exclude 
potential combined wilderness areas. 
Maybe the fact that this is so close to 
Utah you are getting some of those Utah 
influences about wilderness 
rationales. 

Also I'm very pleased to 
see you recommend -- identify and 
recommend the Platte River Contiguous 
Wilderness Study Area, and I'm glad to 
see BLM exercise its authority under 


Section 202 in doing that. And even 
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though Jackson County thinks that their 
boundary will be destroyed by 
designation of 30 acres of wilderness 
and half a dozen of trees on it, I hope 
you will withstand the brunt of their 
antiwilderness claims. 

I would like to encourage BLM 
to recommend the Oil Spring Mountains 
as wilderness. I understand there are 
oil and gas leases up there and have 
been existing wells that have been 
drilled around there, but I think if 
you look at Colorado, there is a vast 
amount of land between Mack, Colorado, 
and Rangely, Colorado, and there is 
only two potential wilderness areas, 
and John Singlaub with his intimate 
wisdom threw out Demaree Canyon. And 
the only other option is Oil Spring 
Mountain, and I would say if BLM is 
serious about trying to preserve some 
slices, representative slices of the 
ecology of the state and represenative 
examples of ecosystems, Oil Spring 


Mountain is the only chance you have in 
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you. Does anybody else want to 
speak? 

The hearing is now 
adjourned. On behalf of the Bureau of 
Land Management I would like to thank 
you for your interest and participation 
in the wilderness and planning process. 


(Hearing adjourned). 
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essentially the western White River 
drainage or the western end of the 
space in there. It's a pretty dramatic 
spot and it's a nice view. You can get | 
up there and see for many miles in | 
every direction. There's some pretty 

lush vegetation, douglas firs and some 
aspen, and it's a nice spot, and it 

would be a good wilderness. So I 

encourage you to recommend that as 


wilderness. 





I also encourage you to look G-6) 
more carefully at Black Mountain and 
Windy Gulch outside of Meeker. You 
could come up with a combined 
wilderness alternative for those two 
with just a little bit of extension on 
the boundaries to include the land 
between. And those areas don't 
particularly have any other resource 
development type of conflicts, so I 
encourage you to look at those again, 
too. 

That's all I have to say. 


MR. SINGLAUB: Okay, thank 
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REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE 


I, James T. Rusk, do hereby 
certify said hearing was taken in 
shorthand by me at the time and place 
aforesaid and was reduced to 
typewritten form under my supervision; 
that the foregoing is a true transcript 
of the testimony given and the 


proceedings had. 
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COMPUTER ASSISTED TRANSCRIPT 


IN MBEKER ANID IN KREMMLING. 

NOW, THIS EVENING WK HAVE TWO OF THE EMPLOYEES 
FROM BLM FROM THE CRAIG DISTRICT THAT ARE HERE. GREG 
GOODENOW, WHO IS THE ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR, AND DAVE 
COOPER, WHO IS THE OUTDOOR RECREATION PLANNER. THEY ARE 
HERE T'O MAKE SURE 'THA' THEY UNDERSTAND YOUR COMMENTS, 
AND TF WE DON'T WE MIGHT ASK YOU SOME QUESTIONS JUST FOR 
CLARIFICATION, BECAUSE THAT'S THE PURPOSE OF THR MEFT- 
ING THIS BKVENING LS TO UNDERSTAND ‘THRE COMMENTS AND ‘THE 
POINTS ‘THAT YOU ARE MAKING. 

NOW, ‘THE PUHKLIC HEARINGS HAVE TWO OKJECTIVES. 
THE FIRST ONE 1S VO OW TAIN THR INTEREST AND VIEWS OF THR 
PUBLIC ON WILDERNESS RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONS TDERAT ION 
KY KUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, WHICH IN TURN GOKRS TO THE 
SECRETARY OF INTERIOR, AND ON TO THE PRES TDENT AND ‘THE 
CONGRESS. 

AND THE SECOND 1S TO OBTAIN YOUR VIEWS AND 
COMMENTS FROM 'THE PUBLIC ON THE ANALYSIS THAT'S CONTAIN- 
BD IN THIS DRAB'R ENVIRONMENTAL TMPACT S'VATRMENT , AND SO 
THIS HEARING ES AN OPPORTTUNT TY FOR INTERESTED PNDEVID= 
UALS TO SPRKAK ON THE RECORD, WE AKK NOW HERE TO DEBATE 
OR TO QUESTION BACH OTHER, HUT CPO FIND OUT YOUR VIEWS. 
IF YOU DON'T WISH TO SPEAK ‘TONIGHT, KUTT YOU WANT ‘TO MAKK 
COMMENTS (VCHEY WILL HE RECKIVED THROUGH JANUARY 12, 1990, 


AND BOTH WRITTEN AND OKAL COMMENTS WIL) BE GIVEN KQUAL 
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10 


Vt 


V2 


14 


19 


20 


21 


22 


Ny 


24 


25 


MK. ANDREWS: HT. i'M PAUL ANDREWS WITH THE 


HLM HERE IN THE VERNAL DISTRICT, AND WE WOULD LIKE TO 


WELCOME YOU TO OUK HRAKING THIS EVENING ON KEHALF OF THE 


CRAIG DISTRICT, AND IT INCLUDES TWO KESOURCE AREAS IN 


THRIRK STUDY, HE WHITH RIVER AND "THRE KREMMLING RESOURCK 


ARRAS ON THE DRAB WILDERNESS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 


STATEMENT . 


AND | THINK YOU HAVE ALL SIGNED IN. IF NOT, WE 


WOULD LIKE TO HAVE YOU SIGN ‘THE REGISTER. IF YOU WOULD 


LIKE TO SPEAK WHY THERE 1s A BOX YOU COULD CHECK OUT 


THEKE AND IT 'hl GRAB ‘THAT AS SOON AS WE GET THROUGH HERE 


SO WE CAN CALL ON YOU AND GIVE YOU THF OPPORTUNITY. 


WE HAVE MILOQO HARMON DOING THE RECORDING, AND IT 


WILL KBE VERBATIM THIS EVENING OF THE TRANSCRIPT OF THE 


TESTIMONY OR THE COMMENTS, AND A COPY OF THE TRANSCRIPT 


WILL BE PUBLISHED IN THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 


STATEMENT, ALONG WITH ''HE RESPONSE TO THE COMMENTS THAT 


ARE RECEIVED. IF YOU WISH TO OBTALN A COPY OF THE 


TRANSCRIPT YOU NEED TO MAKE YOUR OWN ARRANGEMENTS WITH 


THE REPORTER. AND COPIES OF THE TRANSCRIPT WILL BE 


AVATLABLE IN ABOUT 25 DAYS FOR PUBLIC REVIEW FROM BLM'S 


COLORADO STATE OFFICE AND AT THE DISTRICT OFFICES IN 


CRAIG AND VERNAL, AND ALSO AT THE RESOURCE AREA OFFICES 





COMPUTER ASSISTED ‘TRANSCRIPT 


CONSIDERATION. THE WRITTEN COMMENTS CAN EITHER BE 
ACCEPTED HERE TONIGHT, OR IF YOU WANT ''Q MAKE COMMENTS 
AFTERWARDS ‘THEY CAN BE SENT TO THE WILDERNESS EIS 
PROJECT MANAGER, WHICH WILL BE AT CRAIG, AND YOU CAN 
OBTAIN THE ADDRESS. RATHER T'HAN READING TT. 

YOU CAN ALSO -- TF YOU DON'T HAVE A COPY OF THE 
DRAFT BIS THERE'S COPTES AVAILAKLE HERE, AND BOTH GREG 
AND DAVE ARE HERE TO ANSWER QUESTIONS IF YOU WOULD LIKE 
AT THR CONCLUSION OF OUR MEETING TO TALK ABOUT YOUR 
SPECIFIC CONCERNS. 

NOW, Wk WILD ASK GREG TO GIVE A SHORT PRESENTA- 
TION ON ‘THR WILDERNESS PROCESS AND A SUMMARY OF ‘THRE 
ANALYSIS AND KECOMMENDATIONS ‘THAT'S IN THE DRARPT BIS. 
SO WH WILE TURN THE TIME OVER TO GREG. 


MR. GOODRKNOW: THANK YOU. ['M GREG GOODENOW, 


THR ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR FOR HLM'S CRAIG DISTRICT. 


| WOULD LIKE (TO SHARE SOME INFORMATION AKOU'T ‘THR KLM 
WILDERANRSS REVIEW PROCESS. KLM HAS DEVELOPED A WELDER 
WESS KEVIRW PROCKSS CONSISTING OF ‘THREE PHASES: INVEN- 
TORY, STUDY AND REPOR'TING, 

THR INVENTORY PHASE INVOLVED PDRENTIEYING THE 
PUBLIC LANDS ‘THAT CONTAIN WILDERNESS CHARACTER ESTICS AS 
ESTABLISHED KRY CONGRESS. THRE FRDERAT LAND POLICY AND 
MANAGEMENT ACT DIRECTS HEM TO USE CRITERIA GIVEN BY 


CONGRESS IN THK WILDERNESS ACT OF 1964, SECTION 2 (C) 
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OF THAT ACT S'TATES : “A WILDERNESS, IN CONTRAST WI'TH 
THOSK AREAS WHERE MAN ANI) HIS OWN WORKS DOMINATE THE 


LANDSCAPE, ILS HERKBY RECOGNIZED AS AN AREA WHERE THE 


RARTH AND LT'S COMMUNITY OF LIFE AKE UNTRAMMELED HY MAN, 


WHEKE MAN HIMSELF [S A VISITOR WHO DOKS NOT REMAIN.” 
THESE WSA'S WERE CDENTIF LED IN THIS INVENTORY PROCESS. 
THER UNVENTORKY WAS COMPLETED UN NOVEMBER OF 1980. 

THE SECOND STRP IS ‘THRE STUDY PHASE. THIS DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT S'TATEMENT OR EIS ANALYZRS ‘THR 
BNVIKONMENTAL, SOCIAL, AND ECOMOMIC EFFECTS OF 
DESIGNATION OR NONDESTGNATION AS WILDERNESS FOR KACH OF 
THE BIGHT WSA'S IN ‘THE WHI''E RIVER AND KREMMLING 
RESOURCE ARKAS OF THE BLM'S CRAIG DISTRICT. Tf ALSO 
EXTENDS SLIGHTLY INTO UTAH IN ‘THE CASE OF ‘THE BULL 
CANYON WSA. WSA'S ARE LOCATED IN GRAND, JACKSON, 
MOFFAT, RIO BHLANCO COUNTIES LN COLORADO AND IN UTNTAH 
COUNTY, UTAH, THK STUDY ARKAS ARE BULLI, CANYON, 12,297 
ACRES; WLLOW CREEK, 13,368 ACRES; SKULL CREEK, 13,740 
ACRES; BLACK MOUNTAIN, 9,932 ACRES; WINDY GULCH, 12,274 
ACRES; O14 SPRING MOUNTAIN, 17,740 ACRES; TROUBLESOME, 
8,250 ACRES; AND THE PLATTE RIVER CONTIGUOUS WTLDERNESS 
STUDY AREA, WHICH IS ABOUT 30 ACRES. BLM'S PROPOSED 
ACTION TS TO RECOMMEND THE BULL CANYON, WILLOW CREEK, 
SKULL CREEK AND PLAINTE RIVER CONTIGUOUS WSA'S SUT'TABLE 


FOR WILDERNESS DESIGNATION. THE OTHER WSA'S ARE PROPOSED 
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SURVEY WHICH WILL BE CONDUCTED BY 





THE U.S. GEOOGICAL 
SURVEY AND THE BURFAU OF MINES. WE ARE EXPECTING TO 
FORWARD OUR STATEWIDE REPORTING PACKAGE FOR COLORADO IN 
1990. THE PRESIDENT WILL MAKE HIS RECOMMENDATION TO 
CONGRESS . ONLY CONGRESS CAN DESIGNATE AN AREA AS 
WILDERNESS. UNTILL CONGRESS EITHER DESIGNATES A WSA AS 
WILDRNESS OR RELEASES IT FOR OTHER USES, ALL WSA'S WILL 
BE MANAGED UNDER BLM'S INTERIM MANAGEMENT POLICY AND 
GULDELINES FOR LANDS UNDER WILDERNESS REVIEW, TO 
MAINTAIN WLLDERNESS QUALITIES INHERENT TO BACH WSA UNTIL 
THR TIME CONGRESS MAKES 19S FINAL DECISION. 

[Fr VOU WOULD LIKE TO KNOW MORE AKOUT ALI. OUR 
WILDERNESS PROCESS AND WHAT WE ARE DOING, IN CHAPTER ONK 
OF OUR DRAFT 1S A MORE COMPLETE DISCUSSION. 

THANK YOU. 

MR. ANDKEWS: OKAY. WK MENTIONED TONIGHT WE 
WOULD LIKE TO RECKIVE YOUR COMMENTS AND VIEWS, AND SO Wr 
WI JUST TAKE THEM AS YOU SIGHED IN. 1 THINK YOU CAN 
JUST COME UP HERE (TO CPHE FRONT AND WR WOULD LIKE YOU "TO 
STATE YOUR NAME, AND ALSO TF YOU AKE REPRESENTING 
YOURSELE OR AN ORGANIZATION WE WOULD LIKE TO KNOW ‘THAT. 
WEOWIE UST START DOWN ‘THE List AS YOU SIGNED IN, SO 


THR FIRS ONE WAS KREN'T HANSEN, BRENT? 





MRK. HANSEN: 1°M HRENT HANSEN, 1'M KEPRESEN 















JUST MYSELF. 
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AS NONSUI'TAKLE FOR WILDEKNESS DESIGNATION, 
THIS DRAFT EIS REPLACES AND SUPERCEDES THE 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE WHITE RIVER 

RESOURCK AREA WILDERNESS PLANNING AMENDMENT WHICH WAS 

PUBLISHED IN 1943, AND THE WILDERNESS ANALYSTS IN THE 

KREMMLING RESOURCKH MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT STATEMENT WHICH WAS PUBLISHED IN 1984, THIS 

ANALYSIS ALSO SERVES AS A PLAN AMENDMENT FOR LAND USE 

PLANS COVERING THE WSA'S. RIGHT WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 

JN THRE LITTLE SNAKE RESOURCE AREA HAVE ALREADY BEEN | 

ANALYZED IN THE DRAFT WILDERNESS TECHNICAL SUPPLEMENT 

TO THE LITTLE SNAKE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN, AND HAVE 

NOT BEEN ANALYZED FURTHER IN ‘THIS DRAFT ETS. THIS DRAFT 

BIS AND THE WILDERNESS TRCHNICAL SUPPLEMENT WILL, 

HOWKVER, BE COMBINED TO FORM A CRAIG DISTRICT-WIDE FINAL 

WILDERNESS EIS. WE EXPECT TO PUBLISH THE FINAL EIS IN 

THE SPRING OR SUMMER OF 1990. 

REPORTING IS THE FINAL PHAS& OF THE WILDERNESS 


REVIEW PROCESS. UPON COMPLETION OF THIS STUDY A 


RECOMMENDATION ON WHETHER EACH WSA IS SUITABLE OR 





NONSULTABLE FOR DESIGNATION AS WILDERNESS IN THE 


NATIONAL WILDERNESS PRESERVATION SYSTHKM WILL BE MADE BY 


BLM THROUGH THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR TO THE 


PRES (IDENT. THE RECOMMENDATION WILL ALSO INCLUDE A 






SURVEY WHICH WILL BE CONDUCTKD BY THE -- A MINERAL 
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I LIKE THE WILDERNESS AREA. I HAVEN'T SEEN ANY, 


OF THOSE AREAS, BUT I WOULD LIKE TO SEE THAT THEY GET 


THE WILDEKNESS DESIGNATION. 


MR. ANDREWS: WILL DURANT? 


MR. DURANT: WILL NURANT. I'M REPRESENTING V=-2 


MYSELF. { THINK THE CRAIG DISTRICT pin A REAL GOOD JOB 
IN PICKING THESE AREAS AND SELECTING THE ALTERNATIVES. 
YOU HAVE EXCLUDED A LOT OF THE IMPACTS BEFORE YOU MADE 
THR BOUNDARIES, AND I REALLY LIKE THAT. THAT'S VERY 
IMPOR'TANT. [ WISH 'THA'T ‘THAT HAN HAPPENED IN SOMF OTHER 
KLM DISTRICTS THAT T AM FAMILIAR WITH. KUT TO THAT END 
I'M VERY HAPPY THAT A LOT OF LT HAS KEEN ‘TAKEN CARE OF 
KRRPORKRE I'T REACHES HIS S'TAGE. 

(OAM WHOLE HRARTEDLY SUPPORTIVE OF THE 
KECOMMENDA'TLONS ‘THA'T YOU HAVE MADE FOR WILDERNESS, 
HOWRVERK, | WOULD ALSO URGE THAT YOU INCLUDE BLACK 
MOUNTAIN AND WINDY GULCH AS WEEE. ANI) f THINK IT'S 
KRALLY GOOD PDEA TO INCLUDE ‘THE ‘TRAIL BETWEEN HLACK 
MOUNTAIN AND WINDY GULCH. 1 UNDERSTAND THAT WAS ONK OF 
THR SUGGESTIONS ‘THAT'S KEEN MADE. 1 TALKED TO ONK OF 
THR COLORADO PEOPLE A COUPLE DAYS AGO AND ‘THERE TS 
KRALEY NO REASON WHY ‘THAT CAN'T KE DONE, ANI MAKE THAT 
ALMOST A CONTIGUOUS AREA WITH SOME DEGREE OF TN'TEGRITY. 

THANK YOU, 


MR. ANDREWS: KEN DILWORTH? 
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MRK. DITWOR'TH: KEN DILWORTH, V=-3 


THE FIRST THING TF WOULD LIKE TO SAY ITS T HAVE 


, 


KEEN PRETTY MUCH UNHAPPY WI'TH ‘THE CRITERIA THAT'S GONE 


INTO THE CLASSTFICATION OF WILDERNESS AREAS. T DON'T 


FRED THAT A WILDERNESS OR AN AREA HAS ‘TTO BE NECESSARILY 


SCENIC 0N QUALITY TO BE DESIGNATED A WILDERNESS ARBA. 


THINK ‘THERE'S OTHER CRITERIA ‘THAT SHOULD BE INCLUDED OR 


SHOULD HAVE BEEN INCLUDED WHEN ‘THRY WEREN'T OUT TO MAKE 


THIS ChASSLFPICATION, 


AND THK OTHER THING -- ANOTHER VHING I WOULD 


LIKE TO SAY [S 1 DON'T KNOW LF THESE AKBAS -- 1 DON'T 


KNOW WHAT COULD HAPPEN TO THEM TF ‘THEY WEREN'T DESTGNAT= 


ED WILDERNESS AREAS. MAYBE THRY POSSIBLY WOULD STAY IN 


A SIMILAR S'TA'TTE, MAYBE -- WHO KNOWS WHA'TT COULD HAPPEN 


TO THEM [TF THEY WEREN'T GIVEN SOME SORT OF PROTECTION, 


1 MYSELF -- IN MY HISTORY I HAVE BEEN MORE OR 


LESS AN OPEN-PIT MINER. T HAVE WORKED UP ON THE T'TOP OF 


-- PRETTY MUCH OF AN UNTOUCHED MOUNTAIN AND MORE OR 


LESS TORE THE HECK OUT OF IT. DIN A MILEJON YEARS AND A 


MILLION DOLLARS DAMAGE TO THAT MOUNTAIN IN GETTING OU'T A 


LITTLE BLT OF ROCK THAT THE BLM SATD THAT WE COULD MINE 


UP THERE. AND I DIDN'T -- AT THE TIME 1 THOUGHT IT WAS 


GREAT FUN. YOU KNOW, T0 ‘TAKE A CAT OR JUST DIG DOWN 


INTO THAT KOCK AND MORE OR LESS KAR LT UP. MOST OF THE 


STUFF WE DID WAS JUST ‘TOTALLY -- JUST’ TRAR IT UP TO SEE 


COMPUTER ASSISTHD TRANSCRIPT 9 


































BE SCENIC TO BE NICK, AS FAR AS GEVPING AWAY FROM 
PROPLE. AND 1 GUESS THAT'S MY CRITERLA RIGHT THERE, IS 
1F YOU CAN GET OUT AND BE TOTALLY DESOLATE AND NOTHING 
THERE, I S'vILL THINK ‘THAT DESERVES TO HAVE A WILDERNESS 
DESIGNATTON MYSELF. I THINK THAT A LOT OF TIMES WE SAVE 
THESE PLACKHS -- OR NOT SAVE 'THRM. THEY ARE JUST THERE 
UNTIL SOMEBODY DECIDES TO BUILD A ROAD OR GO IN AND 
BULLD AN OTL WEI, OR WHATRVER. YHEN SOME PROPLE SAY YES 
OR NO OR =~ AND AT THAT ‘TIME 1 ‘THINK ‘THAT ORTGINALLY 
WHEN THEY CAME OU'T’ ANID MADE THR CLASSIFICATION 1'T WAS 
GOING MORE ON A SCENIC ‘TYPE THING THAT MAYBE THIS OUGHT 
TO BR PRETTY OR MAYHKE TT OUGHT TO HAVE ROCK FORMATIONS, 
TREES, MAYBE VARIOUS COLORS OK SOMETHING. T DOM'TT THINK 
It NERDS "TO BRE ‘THAT WAY, MYSELF. 1 CAN GR BNJOYMENT 
JUST OUT OF BEING OUT IN A PLACK WITHOUT ALL TVHOSE 
THINGS AROUND, AND | ALSO GR'T ‘THRE SAME AS OTHER PEOPLE 
FREEING IN A PREITY ARBA, TO Mb THAT TS NICK, TOO. Atty 
ALOT OF TIMES MAYKR | WOULD PREFER TO GO THERE. KUN OL 
CAN STIL ENJOY THOSH OTHER PLACKS WHERE 19'S JUST THE 
STARK NOTHING "THERE MAYBE ‘THAN GRAY, DRAK, ObD ROCK AND 
A FRW OSCRKAGGLY OLD KUSHES, AND MAYRBR YOU HAVE TO HIKE 20 
MULES (TO GET THERE. 1 ODON''T KNOW ‘THAT TP NECESSARILY 
HAS TO KBR THAT MUCH UNROADED. 1 THINK ‘THA’ TRF YOU CAN 


JUST GHT OUT AND HIKE AKOUND IN THAT ARBA ‘THEN ‘TO ME 





THAT DESERVES SOME TYPE OF A CERTAIN AMOUNT OF 
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IF ANYTHING WAS GOOD UNDER ‘THERE, AND NOTHING WAS. so 
JUST MORE OR LESS STAYED THAT WAY. I DON'T KNOW TF 
ANYTHING LIKE THAT COULD HAPPEN TO THES# AREAS, BUT I 
THINK ‘THAT THEY DESERVE A CERTAIN AMOUNT OF PROTECTION. 
AND | HAVE BREN -- ['M HAPPY TO SEK THAT ‘THRSE AREAS -- 
THE BEM TS RECOMMENDING THESE AKRAS. 1 ‘THINK HAT 'THRY 
AKB -- | HAVE NEVER KEEN ‘TO THESE ARBKAS, KUT THEY ARE 
PLACES ‘THAT | HAVE LONGED ‘TO GO OVER AND VISIT. AND [I 
THINK ‘THAT BVEN WITHOUT SERING THESE PICTURES HEKE THAT 
SHOW UNUSUAL -- "TO ME VERY SCENIC LOOKING PLACES THAT 1 
WOULD LIKE TO VISIT, LF 'THRY WEREN'T GIVEN WILDERNESS 
PROTECTION IT WOULD STILL LIKE TO GO THERE. BUT T THINK 
WILDERNESS WOULD HELP PROTECT ‘THEM ANI) I WOULD LIKE TO 
SER ‘THEM GO AHEAD AND GET THIS DESLGNATION, ANI) 1 THINK 
THAT MY OWN PERSONAL OPINION 1S ‘THAT THE ONLY PROBLEM I 
CAN SEE IS THEY ARE NOT GIVEN BNOUGH. THANK YOU. 

MR. COOPER: IT HAVER ONE QUES'TTON YOU CAN ANSWER 
IF YOU CAN, AND THAT MIGHT BE WHAT OTHER CRITERIA YOU 
MIGHT WANT TO USE OTHER THAN WHAT WE ‘TALKED ABOUT FOR 
DESIGNATING AN AREA? 

MR. DILWORTH: T DON'S) KNOW, BUT IT SEEMS LIKE 
I HAVE READ IN SOME OF ‘THE PROPOSALS ‘THAT’ I HAVE SEEN 
THAT THEY SAID [(T HAS TO BE CLASS 1 CLASS IT OR SCENIC 
IN SUCH A MANNER. 


V-4 


TO ME IF I GO OUT IN A PLACE IT DORSN'T HAVE TO 
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PROTECTION. 
MR. COOPER: VHANK YOU. 
MR. ANDREWS: scorr CHEW? 
MR. CHEW: I'M SCOTT CHEW. I'M REPRESENTING 
MYSELF AND THE UINTAH COUNTY FARM BUKEAU. 
V-5 
1 WOULD LiKe TO GO ON RECORD AS OPPOSING, BUT 
THE MAIN REASONS [ HAVE ARE LAST YEAR ON THE NORTH SLOPE 
OF TKE UINTAH WILDEKNESS [N ‘THE NEAR ARKA THAT WAS 
OUTSIDE THERE WAS SOME ACTIVITIES HALTED -~ DRILLING 
ACTIVITERS HALTED BVEN THOUGH THRY WERE OUTSIDE OF THE 
WILDERNESS AREA BECAUSE OF ‘THR -- ‘THRE ENDIECAYTION THAT IT 
INTRREEK ED WITH THE BNJOYMENT OF WHAT WAS GOING ON 
INStDR. 
AND IN ‘THIS PARTICULAR ARBA ‘THERE'S -- WELL, I 
THE BULLE CANYON AREA ‘THERE [S A LOT OF ACTIVITY THAT 
MIGHT KECOME QUESTIONABLE TF THAT WAS THR CASK. 
- 
ALSO, ‘THERE IS A CERTAIN AMOUNT. OF ARBA THAT I 
FER LIKE CAN BR WILDLIEE HABITAT AND LIVESTOCK HARITAT 
YHAT CAN BR IMPROVED, AND TT MIGHT HINDER THAT. 
ONR THING WR HRAR AS AN AKGUMENT ALE. THR TMi 


FOR WILDERNESS FS THAT TV With DNCREASE OUR TOURISM IN 


THE ARKRA. AND YR'T THRE FOREST SEKVICK HAS REPORTED THAT 


IN 17 CORR WILDERNESS ARRAS THAT WERKE INETIATED TN 196d 


-- J) KHELIEVE IT WAS 'b64@ -- ANYWAY, THAT THEY HAVE 


ANNUALLY DROPPED 2.4 PERCENT VISITOR -- KECREATION 
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VISTTOR DAYS. AND ['M NOT SURE ‘THAT'S AN INCREASE 
IN REVENUE WHEN YOU HAVE GOT A DROP. 

WE HAVE GOT 91 MILLION ACKES OF WILDERNESS NOW] 
110 MILLION ACKES ‘THAT'S ADMINISTERED BY OUK PARK 
SERVICKS, AND 115 MILLION ACRES OF IT ARE PROPOSED 


WILDEKNESS ARKA 





VHAT'S 320 MILLION ACRES, WHICH 1S 
EQUAL TO THE ARKA OF CALIFORNIA, NEVADA, ARLEZONA AND 
UTAH ALL COMBINED. 1 DON'T KNOW, 17'S HOT HOW MUCH WE 
WANT, KUT POSSEBLY WHAT WK CAN AFFORD. 

AND | WOULD JUST LIKE TO STATE 1'M OPPOSED 
BASICALLY BECAUSK OF WHAT HINDRANCE I MIGHT HAVE ON 
OUTSIDE ACTIVITY. 

MR. GOODENOW: 1S IT OPPOSED ‘TO ONE OR ALL 

MR. CHEW: WELL, I'M ONLY -- 1 DON'T HAVE TO 
SAY. RIGHT NOW 1'M OPPOSED ‘TO SKULL CREEK, WILLOW CREEK 
AND BULL CANYON BECAUSE THAT'S WHAT I'M FAMILIAR WITH. 

MR. COOPER: I HAVE ONE QUESTION LF YOU CAN 
ANSWER. IF THERE ARE ANY SPECTFIC ACTIVITIES YOU THINK 
THAT ARE OCCURING? 1 ‘THINK YOU ARE REFERRING ‘TO BULL 
CANYON, PERHAPS. 

MR. CHEW: ONE ‘THING ON BULL CANYon I'm Y=7 
CONCERNED ABOUT IS -- AERIAL PREDATOR CONTROL WOULD BE 
ONE THING THAT I WOULD BE CONCERNED ABOUT. 

MR. COOPER: 


OKAY. THANK YOU. 
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SAID, BUT I WOULD LIKE TO GO ON RECORD THAT L WAS 
OPPOSED TO IT. I HATE TO SEE -- FOR INSTANCE, ON THE 
MONUMENT ON BLUE MOUNTALN | HAVE SEEN WHERE THERE 
WOULDN'T BE ANY KIND OF WILDLIFE AT ALL IF I‘f WASN'T FOR 
SOMEBODY BUILDING A RESERVOIR THAT WOULD CATCH SOME 
RAIN. AND 1 HAVE SEEN WHERE ‘THAT’ ONE IN PARTICULAR 
THAT'S BEEN DUG UP WITH A BACKHOE SO OUR LIVESTOCK 
WOULDN'T GO DRINK ON THE MONUMENT. AND OF COURSE THIS 
DOBRSN'T HAVE ANYTHING TO DO WI'TH WILDERNESS, BUT LT 
WOULD KE ‘THE SAME SITUATION. BUT - ‘THINK THAT PEOPLE 
THAT WANT WILDERNESS WANT TO Sk WILDLIFE, AND 1 ‘THINK 
DEVELOPMENT OF WATER IN ‘THIS DAY AND AGH HAS ‘TO BE DONE 
FRASTBLY WITH A KBACKHOR OR CANT OR SOMETHING, AND IT CAN 
KK ODONKE AND NOT ‘'TRAR UP THE SCENIC VALUP OF A PEECK OF 
GROUND. BUT IT KENEFIVS BEVERYHODY. IT DORSNOT JUST 
KEENER ET ANYBODY IN THE CATER BUSINESS OR THRE SHEEP 
KHUSINESS. 1 DAMN SURE DON'T WANT VO GO DO tT WETH A 
SHOVEL. THAT'S AKOUT Ald 1 HAVE 'TO SAY. 
MR. COOPER: 


THANK YOU. 


MK. URI: WAYNE URIE, AND F REPRESENT THE UTAH 





FARM BUREAU FRDERATION, 
- 
WITH RELATION TO THRE WELDERNESS AKEA, | WOULD 
LiKE TO GO ON RKKCORD EN OPPOSITION TO THE HULL CANYON, Ff 


GURSS MAYRKR KRECAUSK IT'S IN UTAH, AND ‘THE OTHERS J DON'T 


HAVE MUCH KECOLLECTION OF. 
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MR. ANDREWS: PAUL MC COY? 
MR. MC COY?: 1 DIDN'T KNOW WHAT T WAS DOING 
WHEN [ MARKED ‘THAT "X" DOWN ON ‘THE PAPER. 
t'M REPRESENTING UINTAH CATTLEMBEN, WE THINK 
THERE'S A LOT OF ‘THINGS ‘THAT NEEDS TO BE PROTECTED ON 
PUBLIC LAND. OUR LIVELIHOOD TS ONK OF "THOSE THINGS ‘THAN 
NERDS TO BE PROTECTED. OUR ABILITY TO OPRKATEK LIVESTOCK 
OPERATIONS AND PRIVATE PROPERTY ADJACKNT TQ THESE ARKAS. 
ALSO WATER RIGHTS SO THAT PROPLE CAN GO AHRAD AND 
DEVELOP ‘THEIR WATER AND HE ABLE TO BUILD THE STRUCTURES 
THAT THEY NEED TO BUILD. 

THE CATYULEMEN AKB USUALLY OPPOSED TO WILDERNESS 
IN GENERAL, BUT WE ARB NOT COMPLETELY OPPOSED TO WILDER- 
NESS. 1 ‘VHINK ‘THAT THERE'S A LOT OF WILDERNESS TN ‘THIS 
STATE THAT LS WILDERNESS BECAUSE IT 1S WILDERNESS. 
BECAUSE NOBODY HAS KEEN ABLE TO GET IN THERE ANI) DEVELOP 
if. AND I'M SURE ANYBODY LOOKS OFF ‘TO QUR CANYON CAN'T 
SAY THAT THAT LSN'T WILDERNESS. WE DON'T FEEL LIKE THE 
WHOLE STATE SHOULD BE TURNED INTO WILDERNESS. 

MR. COOPER: THANK YOU. 
MR. ANDREWS: THAT CONCLUDES THE NUMBER WHO HAR 
CHECKED THAT THEY WOULD LIKE T0 SPRAK. 1S THERE ANYONE 
ELSE THAT HAD A COMMENT? 

MR. MC CARRELL: 


SCOTT MC CARREL, REPRESENTING 


UINTAH COUNTY FARM BUREAU, 1 THINK EVERYTHING HAS BEEN 
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AND T WOULD LIKE TO GO ON SCOTT'S COMMENT ‘THE 
PROBLEM WE HAVE HAL) WITH WILDERNESS IN THE PAST TS 
PEOPLE SAY THAT [T DOESN'T RESTRICT THE GRAZING OF 
LIVESTOCK IN THE DESIGNATION OF WILDERNESS ITSELF. BUT 
THE RESTRICTIONS ON ROADS, WHICH THIS ONE GENTLEMAN 
ALLUDED ‘TO, THAT HE WOULD LIKE TO HAVE MORE ROADS. BUT 
THE WILDERNESS BILL OF 1964 EXPRESSLY STATES 1T SHOULD 
KE VOID OF ROADS. EVEN ‘THOUGH WAYNE OWENS HAS MADE ‘THE 
COMMENT THAT UTAH WILDERNESS CAN HAVE ROADS, THAT'S NOT 


WITHIN THR Hild, FROM MY RECOLLECTION. 


V-4 


ANI) AS FAR AS ABRIAL PREDATOR CONTROL, WE HAVE 
ALRRADY HAI SOME EXPERIENCE IN ‘THRE MOUNTAIN WILDERNESS 
AKBA WHERE ‘MHE SHEER PMBEN HAVE ‘TO "TAKE A PRRCENTAGE LOSS 
HEFORM THERE CAN EVEN BRE AN AERIAL PREDATOR CONTROL, 
CONDUCTED ON ‘THAT PARTICULAR WILDERNESS AREA. AND THEY 
HAVE TO ATVACK ONLY ‘THE OFFENDING SPECIES AND ONLY ‘THE 
OFFENDING ANIMAL. AND TF YOU CAN CATCH A COYOTE WITH 
KLOOD ON HIS MOUTH OK WOOL TN HIS)’ MOUTH | GUESS YOU CAN 
FIND OUT WHICH ONE TS ‘THRE OFFENDING ANIMAL. KUT THAT'S 
AOLITTIR ‘TOUGH TO DO. 

SO WR WOULD GO TN OPPOSTTION TO ‘THESKHE WILDER= 
NESS ARRAS, ALSO. Wr ARR NOT OPPOSED TO PROPLE SEEING 
THIS COUNTRY, AND LIKE PAUL MC COY SAID, | DON'T THINK 
MANY OF THESE AREAS ANYHODY WOULD QUESTION 'THRY ARE 


WILDERNESS. KUT WE WANT ‘TO BE ABLE ‘TO USK THEM EVEN ‘TO 


: 
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SEE AND TO GO OUT, AND I AM SURE WILLING TO BACKPACK 
SEVERAL MILES. AND ''HE USE ON THE WILDERNESS AREAS THAT 


ARK ALREADY DESIGNATED SHOWS THAT MOST USERS, WHETHER 


THEY USE BACKPACK OR NOT, ONLY GO INTO ‘THR WILDERNESS 


AREAS ''WO TO FIVE MILES. AND THE WILDERNESS RESTRICTS 
US TO THRE POINT WHERE EVEN THOSE THAT JUST WANT TO SKE 
IT FROM A KACKPACK DON'T GET TO SKE WHAT THEY WOULD LIKE 
TO SEE. 

THANKS FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT. 

MR. COOPER: THANK YOU, 

MRK. ANDREWS: ANY OTHER COMMENTS THAT YOU WOULD 
LIKE TO ADD TO 'THE COMMENTS YOU HAVE MADR? 

V-13 

MRK. HUNTING: RAY HUNTING, AND Tf OPPOSE THESE 
WILDERNESS ON THE FACT OF THE KESTRICTIONS THAT THEY PUT 
ON THE PROPERTY WHEN IT'S DESTGNATED AS SUCH. AND THEY 
CAN HAVE THIS WILDERNESS WI'THOUT PUTTING THE RESTRIC= 
TIONS ON iT. THERE IS A LOT OF THIS THAT WE HAVE GOT 
DESIGNATED HERE WILDERNESS THAT WILL BE WILDERNESS A 
THOUSAND YEARS FROM NOW, AND WE PUT RESTRICTIONS ON IT 
AND THEN ‘THAT JUST STOPS EVERYTHING. AND Abl, OF US HAS 
TO EAT AND HAVE SOMETHING ''O WEAR AND MAKE A LIVING. 
AND IT'S ALI NECESSARY -- THIS LAND, WE SHOULD TAKE 
CAKE OF IT AND MANAGE I1T PROPER. BUT I£T DEFINITELY -- 1 
DON'T THINK IT ALL NEEDS TO BE WILDERNESS 


MR. GOODENOW: SIR, ARE THERE ANY SPECTFIC 
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BUT T HAVE ONE QUESTION. WHY WAS THE BULL 
CANYON, WILLOW CREEK AND THE BLACK MOUNTAIN KEPT AND THE 
OTHERS WERE NOT GONE ON WITH AS WILDERNESS? I TRCED 
TO READ HURRLEDLY THROUGH THERE. IS THERE A QUICK 
ANSWER? 

MR. GOODENOW:?: NO. 

MR. COOPER? I WOULD SAY THAT WE FERL PRETTY 
MUCH ‘THAT ‘THR BULI, CANYON, WILLOW CREEK AND SKULL CREEK 
AREAS ARE OUTSTANDING. THE BLACK MOUNTAIN, WINDY GULCH 
ARBAS IN PARTICULAR DON'T HAVE THE OUTSTANDING OPPOR- 
'TUNITTIES PER SE. 

MR. SIDDOWAY: FOR RECKRATION? 

MR. COOPER: FOR KECRRATION IN PARTICULAR. 
CERTAINLY Wh HAVE SOME CONFLICTS WITH Ott SPRING 
MOUNTAIN. 1T WOULD BR DIFFICULT OR IMPOSSIBLE TO MANAGE 
AS WILDERNESS DUR TO OF AND GAS LRASES THAT ARR IN THR 
APFEA "THAT HAVE A VALID EXISTING RIGHT TO DEVELOP. you 
KNOW -= SO ‘THERE ARB KEASONS FOR NOT RECOMMENDING THOSE 
OTHER ARKERAS. 

MK. GOOUDRNOW: WK HAVE BREN DIRECTED TO KEP 
THR KATIONALE OUT OF OUR ANALYSIS. 


MR. SEDDOWAY: THR REASON TF OBGRCTED ‘TO KUED 


CANYON TS UE'S REAL CLOSE TO == ET'S TN UTAH, PAR OF 


("!, AND THR PREDATOR CONTROL ‘THING ES WHAT IT MAINLY 


OBJECT TO LT. 
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RESTRICTIONS THAT COME TO MIND OR SPECIFIC -- 


MK. HUNTING: NOT THAT'S NOT ALREADY PLACKD ON 


IT DUE TO THE FACT THAT I'T'S CONTROLLED KY THK BUREAU OF 


LAND MANAGEMENT. AND THEY DO A GOOD JOB ON LT AND THEY 


DON'T LET YOU GO IN THERE AND RIP IT ALL TO PTECES. AND 


I'M NOT ONE TO GO AND 'TKAR S'TTUFF UP. BUT TF YOU CAN 


MAKE IT A LITTLE KETTER THAN WHAT I'T WAS, LIKE MR. 


MC CARREL WAS SAYING ABOUT A POND TO WATER LIVESTOCK AND 
WILDLIFR, A LITTLR POND, LT MAKES IT BETTER, AND T 
CAN'T SEE WHERE IT HURTS IT. BUT I CAN SEE WHERE YOU GO 
IN THERE ANI) RIP LT ALL UP -- YOU KNOW -- IT'S NOT 
GOOD. 

BUT TAKE THIS STUFF RLGHT HERE NORTH OF VERNAL, 
THAT CHEVRON RESOURCES IS DOING. YES, IT LOOKS BAD. BUT 
WHEN THEY GET DONE WITH IT -- AND IT'S ON PRIVATE GROUND 
AND WHEN ‘THEY GET DONE WLTH LT THEY DO A GOOD JOB ON 
THAT. I DON'T THINK THAT LT'S HURTING IT THAT BAD. 
IT'S THEIR GROUND. THEY CAN DO WITH IT WHAT THEY WANT 
TO. BUT LOOK AT ALL THE FOOD ‘THAT THEY PRODUCE OFF THAT 
FERTILIZER THAT) MAKES FOOD FOR ALL OF US TO BAT. 

MR. GOODENOW: THANK YOU. 

MR. ANDREWS: ANYTHING ELSE? 

V-14 

MR. STIDDOWAY: I'M LYNN STDDOAWAY, AND T OPPOSE 

THE BULL CANYON ONE KRCAUSE THAT'S THE ONLY ONE I'M 


FAMILTAR WITH. 
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MR. COOPER: THANK YOU. IT HELPS [TF YOU CAN BE 
SPECIFIC. 

MR. GOODENOW: FOR EXAMPLE, I DON'T KNOW AKOU'T 
WHETHER THE PREDATOR CONTRON WOULD OR WOULDN'T BE 
ALLOWED, BUT YOUR CONCERN [S PREDATOR CONTROL CONTINUE AS 
IS? 

MR. STDDOWAY: YES. 

MR. COOPER: THANK YOU. 

MR. ANDREWS: ANY OTHER COMMENTS ? 

MR. HACKING: JOR HACKING. HOW MUCH PRIVATE 
GROUND LS WITHIN THR BULL CANYON AREA? 1S THERE SOME 
WITHIN THAT ARKA? 

MR. GOODRNOW: THERE WOULD HE NO PRIVATE GROUND 
DESIGNATED AS WILDERNESS. 

MK. HACKING: KUT LS ‘THERE PRIVATR GROUND 
WITHIN ‘THR BOUNDARY OF ‘THE AREKA? 

MR. GOODKNOW: WHERE [S A $20-ACRE PARCEL. 

MK. HACKING: VHAT RECTANGULAR PIRECK? 

MR. GOODKNOW: RIGHT, THE RRECTANGULAK PIECE, 

MR. HACKING: WHAT'S ‘THR OWNERSHIP ON 'THAT. 

MRK. COOPKR? 1 THINK IT'S CARL KENT, 

MR. HACKING: Wii, VHERE KREN ANY RESTRICTION 
ON HIS ACCKSS TO "THAT $20 TF IT KECOMES WILDERNESS? 


MK. COOPER? He WOULD BE GRANTED REASONABLE 


ACCESS AND PROKAKLY WHAT'S EXISTING NOW, HE COULD DRIVE 
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IN WITH A JEEP. 


MR. HACKING: 1S THERE ANY RIGHT OF HIS WATER 


KAISED WITHIN THE WILDERNESS ARKA? 


MR. COOPER? THAT'S ANOTHER VALID EXISTING 


KIGHT. 


MR. GOODBRNOW: 1 WOULDN'T Be AFFECTED. 


MR. COOPER? THAT WOULD NOT BE AFFECTED, 


MK. HACKING: WHA’ IF HR WANTED TO, SAY, LIKE 


put tN A PIPELINE, IMPROVE HIS WATER SYSTEM? MAYBE NOW 


1 RUNS DOWN A DRAW AND DOWN A DITCH. I DON'T KNOW FOR 
SURE, BUT T KNOW ALL ‘THE TIME PROPLE ARK IMPROVING THEIR 
SYSTEMS. WHAT KIND OF RESTRICTLONS WOULD HE GET IF HF 
WANTED TO [IMPROVE UT TF €T WENT WILDERNESS? WOULD HE HF 
ALLOWED TO, I GUESS 1S WHAT MY QUESTTON LS? 

MR. COOPER: CAN WE DISCUSS THIS AFTER THE 
MEETING AND ALLOW ANYKODY ELSE TO TALK. 

MR. GOODENOW: THERE ARE A LOT OF HYPOTHETICAL 
SITUATIONS IS ONE OF THE THINGS, AND I REALIZE IT'S NOT A 
COMPLETE ANSWER. I‘hi REFER YOU BACK TQ THE DOCUMENT, 
BECAUSE WE HAVE TRLED TO COVER A LOT OF POSSIBILITIRS. 

MR. HACKING: SURE. ALTERNATIVES AND S'TUFF. 
V-15 
J WANT TO GO ON PUBLIC RECORD THAT T OPPOSE THE 
BULL CANYON WILDERNESS ARFA ON 'THAT. 1'M LANDOWNER 
IN ‘THE ARBA. NOT IMMEDIATE ARBKA, BUT IN THE AREA, AND TIT 


OPPOSE IT. THANK YOU. 
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WHAT HAS KLM DONE TO DISPEL THE MYTH THAT YOU 
ARE TRYING TO TAKE FOOD OUT OF THE MOUTHS OF LANDOWNERS? 

MR. GOODENOW: ONE OF THE ‘THINGS THAT I WILL 
POINT OUT THAT'S IN THE DOCUMENT, BUT WE HAVE PROJECTED 
SOME CHANGES IN LAND USE ANI) IN THE MOST PART THERE ARE 
NONE OVER PRESENT LAND USES. WHETHER [T'S DESIGNATED 
WILDERNESS OR NOT. GRAZING, FOR EXAMPLE, WOULD BE 
ALLOWED TO BE CONTINUED. 

V-17 

MR. DURAN'': { THINK THERE ARE A LOT OF THINGS 
THR AGENCIES CAN DO TO REASSURE PEOPLE WHO USK ‘THR 
PUBLIC LAND THAT THEIR LIVELIHOOD 1S NOT GOLNG TO BR 
TAKEN AWAY FROM ‘THEM, AND [| DON'T THINK ‘THAT IN MANY 


CASES ENOUGH OF ‘THAT TS DONK. |} ReECOGNIZR TT FOR ‘THE 


MYTH THAT (T 1S, BUT A LOT OF OTHER FOLKS DON'T, AND 1 


THINK ‘THE COALUTION BUILLDING TS THR THING TO DO HERE. 


THE PROVUDING OF SOME SORT OF A CONSENSUS. 1 THINK THAT 


YOUR DOCUMENT [TS KBRIPER (THAN A LOT OF DOCUMENTS "THAT 1 


HAVE SEEN, IN THAT YOU HAVE LOOKED AT A LOT OF THR 


SCKNARTOS AND WORKED YOUR WAY ‘THROUGH THEM, AND I 


APPRECITATR YOUR DOING ‘THAT. GOUNG "TO 'THA'T BEXPRNSE. (Hew 8) 


A LUITER CONCERNED AKOUT END HOLDINGS LIKE THIS ONR AND 


HUD CANYON, KUTT AYR THE SAME TIME LT RREALIAR THAT ‘THR 


WILDERNESS ACT DORKS ALLOW REASONABLE INGRESS AND EGKRESS 


TO THOSE PARTICULAR AKBAS. 


AKOUT WATER DEVELOPMENT FOR WILDLIERR AND ‘THINGS! 
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MR. DILWORTH: KEN DILWORTH. 1 Just HAD ONE V=4| 















COMMENT ABOUT THE WATER HOLES ‘THAT ARE DEVELOPED A LOT 
OF TIMES ON BIM LAND. ONE OF THE THINGS THAT I HAVE 


NOTICED, AND OF COURSE ['M NOT SAYING THIS 1S NOT ALL 





THE TIME, KUT SOME OF THE WATER HOLES, PARTICULARLY 
NORTH OF DINOSAUR AND THOSE LITTLE HILLS ALONG THERE, 
HEY JUS'T TAKE CONTINUAL IMPROVEMENT WITH A DOZER TO GET 
IN THERE, BKRECAUSE ‘THRE MUD WILL GET IN THERE AS DERP AS 
YHIS ROOM AND NOTHING CAN GET CLOSE TO THE WATER BECAUSK 
OF SO MUCH MUD. SO BASICALLY THEY ARE NOT USED FOR A 


LARGE POR'TION OF ‘THE YRAR, ANI) SO YOU MAY HAVE A LITTLE 











POND OF WATER SITTING OUT THERE BUT NO WILDLIFE CAN 
REALLY GET TO L'?! OTHER THAN A FEW BIRDS OR SOMETHING. 
AND t'l SKEMS TO ME LIKE -- YOU KNOW -- A GULLY TS A 


GULLY AND YOU CAN DAM IT OFF FOR AWHILE, BUT IT MAY BE A 








VERY SHORT PERIOD OF 'TIMR AND ‘THEN ‘THEY HAVE GOT TO GET 
IN THERE AND REDO It OR DO IT IN A NEW SPOT. AND UNLESS 


YOU ARE BUILDING A METAL FACILITY OR SOMETHING LIKE THAT 






























FOR A SPRING -- A LOT OF TIMES I FREL LIKE THESE SPRINGS 
ARE -- WELL, THRY ARE THERE FOR A VERY SHORT TLME, BUT 
THEY DO THAR UP A LOT OF AREA AND YOU HAVE TO KERP 
'TIERING THEM TO KREP THEM VALID. I DON'T THINK THEY ARE 
USED NEARLY AS MUCH BY WILDLIFE AS A LOT OF PRKOPLE 
BNLLEVE. 


MR. DURANT: J HAVE A QUESTION. 
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LIKE THAT, CAN THAT BE DONE WITHOUT REQUIRING CAT TRACKS | 


AND ROADS AND THINGS LIKE THAT? 


MR. GOODRNOW: FOR THE SAKE OF THE HEARING, TF | 





WE COULD FINISH THE FORMAL STATEMENTS, WE DO HAVE COPIES 
OF OUR WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT POLICY WITH US TONIGHT, AND 
I WILL BE HAPPY TO DISCUSS A LOT OF SPECTFIC CONCERNS 
AND OUTLINE OUR POLICIKS AFTER THE FORMAL PART. LET 
ANYBODY ELSE SPKAK TF THAT WOULD BE ALL RIGHT. 

ALSO YOU, SIR, WHEN YOU ASKRD ABOUT SPECTFICS 1 
DIDN'T MEAN TO PUT YOU OFF. 1 CAN BXPLAIN LT A LOT 
BETTER WITH THRE BOOK IN FRONT OF ME. 

MR. ANDKEWS: WR CAN ADJOURN 'THE HREARING, AND 
WE APPRECIATE YOUR COMMENTS AND PARTICIPATION, AND ANY 
OF THE QUESTIONS AND SO ON THAT YOU HAVE OF THES B 
FELLOWS, AS FAR AS POLICY AND SO ON, THEY WILDL Be HAPPY 
TO S'TAY AND ‘TALK WITH YOU ABOU'T VHEM AND PARTICULAR 
THINGS AHOUT THOSE S'TUDY ARKAS. 


SO, ‘THANK YOU, 








(WHER BUPON ‘THIS HRARING WAS CONCLUDED 


AT 4h po Me) 


COMPUTER ASSTESTED TRANSCRIPT 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE 


Lt, MLLO N. HARMON, KPR, OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER 
IN THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT, STATE OF UTAH, DO HEREHY 
CRERTIFY THAT THE AKOVE AND FOREGOING PROCKEBRDINGS WERE HY 
ME S'YRENOGRAPHICALLY REPOR'TED AT’ THE TIMES AND PLACES 
HEREIN SET FORTH; THAT THE SAME WAS SUBSEQUENTLY BY ME 
CAUSED TO BE REDUCED TO TYPEWRITTEN FORM CONSISTING OF 
PAGES 1 THROUGH 24 KHOTH INCLUSIVE; AND ‘THAT ‘THE SAME 
CONSTIVUTES A TRUE AND CORRECT TRANSCRIPTION OF ‘THE 
PROCERDINGS HAD IN THE AKOVE-ENTITLED CAUSE, 

TO WHICH CERTIFICATION I HEREBY SET MY HAND 


JANUARY, 1990, AT VERNAL, UTAH. 


MILO N. HARMON, CSR 
REGISTERED PROFESSIONAL REPORTER 
(UTAH CSR NO. 51) 


MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 
AUGUST 1, 1991 





COMPUTER ASSUSTED TRANSCRIPT 25 


MR. ARCAND: Good evening, I'm Richard 
Arcand. I'm one of the assistant area managers, the 
Bureau of Land Management, Grand Junction District 
Office, and I'll be conducting the hearing this 
evening on the Craig District Draft Wilderness 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

If you've not signed in, please do so at 
this time. If you'd like to speak please be sure 
you check the appropriate box on the sign-in sheet. 

The reporter for this evening's hearing 
is Nancy Lutz from Steamboat and a verbatim 
transcript of all testimony or comments received 
will be prepared, and a copy of that transcript will 
be published in the final EIS along with a response 
to comments, If you wish to obtain a copy of the 
transcript, you will need to make your own 
arrangements with the reporter. Copies of the 
transcript will available in about 25 days for 
public review at the Bureau of Land Management's 
Colorado state office in Denver, at the district 
offices in Craig and Vernal, Utah, and at the 
resource area offices in Meeker and Kremmling. 

A hearing panel has been designated to 
receive your comments tonight. They are Greg 


Goodenow, Environmental Coordinator, Dave Cooper, 
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BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 


DECEMBER 11, 1989 


MEEKER, COLORADO 


HEARING ON DRAFT WILDERNESS 


ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 


CRAIG.DISTRICT, WHITE RIVER, KREMMLING RESOURCE AREA 


Outdoor Recreation Planner, and John Morrone, 
geologist. All three are with the Bureau of Land 
Management's Craig district office. The panel is 
here to make sure we clearly understand your 
comments. The panel or I may wish to clarify 
questions at the end of each speaker's comments. 
These questions should not be interpreted as 
expressions of any pre-determined position. We 
simply want to understand the comments and the point 
that'you're trying to make. 

This public hearings have two objectives, 
first, to obtain the views of the interested public 
on the wilderness recommendations for consideration 
by the Bureau of Land Management, the Secretary of 
the Interior, the President and the Congress, and 
second, to obtain the views and comments from the 
public on the analysis contained in the draft 
environmental impact statement. 

This hearing is an opportunity for 
interested individuals to speak on the record. 1 as 
not a debate and or a question-and-answer session. 
If you do not wish to speak at tonight's hearing but 
would like to comment, written comments will be 
received through January 12, 1990. Written and oral 


comments will receive equal consideration. Written 
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comments will be accepted here tonight or they can 
be sent to the Wilderness EIS, attention, Project 
Manager, Bureau of Land Management, 455 Emerson 
Street, Craig, Colorado 81625-1129. To obtain a 
copy of the draft EIS or if you have questions 
regarding the analysis, Greg Goodenow, Dave Cooper 
and John Morrone will be available after this 
meeting to discuss you specific concerns. 

Greg Goodenow will now give a short 
presentation on the wilderness process and a summary 
of the analysis and the recommendations contained in 
the draft EIS. Greg. 

MR. GOODENOW: I‘d like to share a 
little bit of information with you about the BLM's 
wilderness review process. BLM has developed a 
wilderness review process consisting of three 
phrases: inventory, study and reporting. 

The inventory phase involved identifying 
the public lands that contain wilderness 
characteristics as established by Congress. The 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act directs the 
BLM to use the criteria given by the Congress in the 
Wilderness Act of 1964. Section 2(c) of that act 
states: "A wilderness, in contrast with those areas 


where man and his own works dominate the landscape, 


BLM's proposed action is to recommend the 
Bull Canyon, Willow Creek, Skull Creek and Platte 
River Contiguous WSAs as suitable for wilderness 
designation. The other WSAs are proposed as non- 
suitable for wilderness designation. 

This draft EIS also replaces and 
supersedes the draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for the White River Resource Area Wilderness 
Planning Amendment, which was published in 1983, and 
the wilderness analysis in the Kremmling Resource 
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, 
which was published in 1984. This analysis also 
serves as a land use plan amendment for land use 
plans covering WSAs. 

Eight WSAs in the Little Snake Resource 
Area have already been analyzed in the draft 
Wilderness Technical Supplement to the Little Snake 
Resource Management Plan and haven't been analyzed 
further in this draft EIS. The draft Wilderness 
Technical Supplement and this draft will, however, 
be combined to form a Craig districtwide final 
Wilderness EIS. We expect to publish the final EIS 
in the spring or summer of 1990. 

Reporting is the final phase of the 


wilderness review process, Upon completion of this 
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is hereby recognized as an area where the earth and 
its community of life are untrammeled by man and { 
where man himself is a visitor who does not remain," — 
These WSAs were identified in the inventory process, 
The inventory process was completed in November of 
1980. 

The study phase is the next step. This 
draft environmental statement or EIS analyzes the | 
environmental, social and economic effects of 
designation or non-designation as wilderness for 
each of eight WSAs in the White River and Kremmling 
Resource areas of the Bureau of Land Management's 


Craig District. The WSAs are located in Grand, 





Jackson, Moffat and Rio Blanco counties 



























in Colorado and Uintah County in Utah. The study 
areas are Bull Canyon there on the wall, which is 
about 12,297 acres, Willow Creek, which is about 
13,368 acres, Skull Creek, which is about 13,740 
acres, Black Mountain, which is about 9,932 acres, 
Windy Gulch, which is about 12,274 acres, Oil Spring 
Mountain, which is shown there which is about 17,740) 
acres, the Troublesome which lies north of 
Kremmling, which is about 8,250 acres, and the 
Platte River Contiguous area, which is about 30 


acres, and it lies north of Walden. 


study, a recommendation on whether each WSA is 
suitable or non-suitable for designation as 
wilderness in the National Wilderness Preservation | 
System will be made by BLM through the Secretary of | 
the Interior to the President. This recommendation ' 
will be contained in the wilderness study report. 
We are anticipating the statewide reporting package 
will be submitted in 1990. The recommendation to 
the President will also include a mineral survey for | 


| 
those WSAs recommended as suitable. The survey will 


be conducted by the US Geological Survey and the : 
Bureau of Mines. 

The President will then make his 
recommendation to the Congress, and only Congress 
can designate the area as wilderness. Until 
Congress either designates a WSA as wilderness or 
releases it for other uses, all WSAs will be managed 
under BLM's interim management policy and guideline 
for lands under wilderness review in order to 
maintain the wilderness qualities inherent to each 
WSA until the time Congress makes its final 
decision. The process is outlined in more detail 
Chapter 1 of the draft EIS. We have copies of the 


draft EIS available tonight, and if you'd like a 


copy of the wilderness management policy or inter 


10 


11 


12 


he) 


14 


Ue} 


16 


17 


18 


ike] 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


10 


ao 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


management policies, we also have those available 
tonight. 

MR. ARCAND: Okay. Thank you, Greg. 
As your turn comes up to speak, would you please 
state your name and address and who you represent. 
If you've not signed in yet to indicate that you 
want to speak, please do so. Our first speaker 
tonight is Mr. Bloomfield. If you want to just talk 
from there, I think the court reporter can probably 
hear you okay. 

HARTLEY H. BLOOMFIELD: That's great. 

I'm Hartley Bloomfield, and my address is Post 
Office Box 1209, Meeker 81641. 

I appreciate the opportunity to ea) 
this evening on the Draft Wilderness Environmental 
Impact Statement for the White River and Kremmling 
Resource Areas. I also appreciate the Bull Canyon, 
Willow Creek, Skull Creek and the Platte River 
Contiguous WSAs recommended for the wilderness 
designation. These WSAs will help to fill some of 
the ecosystems not represented in the present 
wilderness system, but the fact remains that there 
are only presently 81 out of 233 separate and unique 
ecosystems protected by wilderness status in the 


North American land mass. These wilderness areas 


10 


access. The new draft does not mention the 
migration routes of the mule deer and the mountain 
lion that include the Black Mountain and Windy Gulch 
WSAs. It briefly mentions the raptor populations of 
the prior two WSAs, but there is no in-depth 
analysis. 

The draft was written prior to the M-3 
present concept of a scenic byway. This proposed 
national scenic byway would start at Granby just 
outside of Rocky Mountain National Park and go west 
over Gore Pass down to the town of Yama, over 
Duckley and Ripple Creek passes, down the White 
River to Rangely, north to Dinosaur, up Colorado 
State Highway 40 to Kremmling. Such a scenic byway 
would be a tremendous boon to the economics of 
northwest Colorado, Additional spurs or loops could 
be added causing even more interest to the tourists 
on this route. One very unique feature would be the 
easy access to wilderness and not only the 
Flatatopos Wilderness Area, but if the Black 
Mountain and Windy Gulch WSAs were to be recommended 
as wilderness, the Bureau of Land Management would 
aid the Meeker area in the tourist and hunting 
These ares include some very rugged and 


trades. 


beautiful canyons and ridgen with unique plant 
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serve as a scientific book of knowledge with the 
reality of the way that nature is really supposed to 
work and a checkpoint for what the modern society is 
doing to it. Without the preservation of the bio- 
diversity we lose the inheritance of the earth for 
us and for future generations. 

The draft contains a vast amount of M-2 
material to be reviewed by all individuals, and 
while I appreciate the time and effort of this 
project, I feel the study is lacking major points. 
FLPMA states that it is to protect scientific, 
scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air 
and atmospheric, water resources and archaeological 
values. I do not find in this study many of the 
items mentioned by FLPMA. I realize that this is 
the second draft of this statement, but I do not 
find that the present draft refers in any great 
detail to the original draft. The cultural resource 
section is missing entirely. There are many 
valuable sites that could and would be protected if 
given wilderness status. We have already lost many 
sites in the Douglas Creek are to roads and well 
sites. This was prior to FLPMA. Now we continue to 


lose the sites as the country is continually opened 


to exploration and the pot hunters are given better 


11 


communities and old growth forests, and as 
mentioned, mountain lion and raptor population. 
The areas would also be fairly close to Meeker, 
which is unique for most wilderness situations and 
could also be used to a great extent by locals. 
Oil Spring Mountain could also te included in this 
concept of scenic byways. It is an area of mixed 
Plant communities, many of which are rare and may be 
endangered and the home of a very large elk herd. 

The acreage of the two WSAs, Black 
Mountain and Windy Gulch, is only 22,206 acres. 
With the additional 17,740 acres of the Oil Spring 
Mountain WSA, the total is only 39,946. This is a 
small amount of public land to benefit from a 
wilderness status. In fact, it is only 1.2 percent 
of the total acreage under the management of Bureau 
of Land Management Craig District. As a user of 
public lands I would request that this draft study 
be enlarged to include the above WSAs as having 
wilderness designation. To do s0 would be a very 
positive step to the future. Thank you. 
MR. ARCAND: Do the panel have any 
questions? 

MR. GOODENOW; No. 


MR. ARCAND: It was mentioned earlier, 
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it would be helpful if you do have a copy of any 
prepared statement, if you could give the reporter a 
copy it would be helpful. Our next speaker is Mr. 
Kelley, and you can come up to the front or you can 
talk from there. 

REED KELLEY: If you don’t mind, Ir*il 
just sit here. 

MR. ARCAND: Okay. Please state your M=-4 
name and address and who you represent. 

REED KELLEY: Okay. My name is Reed 
Kelley, and I representing here tonight the Colorado 
Wildlife Federation, which is the largest 
conservation wildlife organization in the State of 
Colorado. We have about 16,0006 members that are 
individual members of the Colorado Wildlife 
Federation. And =I just wanted as a matter for the 
record at this hearing tonight that as a matter of 
policy the Colorado Wildlife Federation does support 
a congressional designation of appropriate 
wilderness areas on our federal public and forest 
lands. On December 2nd the board of directors of 
the Colorado Wildlife Federation at a regular 
quarter meeting voted to specifically endorse the 
recommendations of BLM for the designation of Bull 


Canyon, Willow Creek and Skull Creek areas near 
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conservation area at the Black Ridge, Rattle Snake 
Canyon area around Colorado National Monument as 
opposed to that being expanded upon by the Park 
Service. 

I point this out because we're anxious 
to support BLM. We feel BLM is a good agency. 
We're very supportive of the multiple use concept, 
and we kind of feel BLM ought to support us once in 
a while when we think wilderness designations ought 
to be made, which is my basic point. 

I do have a concern I'd like to learn 
more about before we submit our final comments, and 
I did notice in the draft EIS here that livestock 
improvement implementation in a couple of these 
proposed wilderness areas, namely ones you're not 
recommending, Windy Gulch and Black Mountain, is it, 
down the river here, were indicated as a conflict 
with wilderness, and I find that very difficult to 
understand because we have never supported and, of 
course, the Wilderness Act does not intend to 
exclude grazing from wilderness areas, and why in a 
project within those wilderness areas for that 
livestock would be considered as a conflict, we 
don't understand at this point, and I hope I learn 


more about that before our final comment. 
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Dinosaur and the Platte River Contiguous area north 
of Walden. In addition, the CWF board of directors 
urges BLM to revise their recommendations regarding 
the Oil Spring Mountain, 

Troublesome, Black Mountain and Windy Gulch areas 
and to include these areas for wilderness 
designation. This position was also reported at the 
public hearing held last week in Lakewood, Colorado 
on December 4th, A letter detailing our position 
will follow prior to your January 12th deadline, and 
we appreciate this opportunity to comment. 

I wanted to add to this letter a copy 
from the Daily Sentinel this last week. The 
headline of the front-page article was, "Gorge~-area 
Plans of BLM win support," and I'm proud to say that. 
the Colorado Wildlife Federation was listed in this 
front-page article in very good company, the 
Colorado Division'of Wildlife -- sometimes you 
consider them good company. They're not here so I 
shouldn't hit them too hard. The Colorado Division 
of Parks and Outdoor Recreation and the Colorado. 
Department of Natural Resources in supporting BLM's 
recommendations for the conservation area there at 
the Black Canyon gorge. We have also done likewise, 


supported BLM in their proposed resource i 


So with that I would like to submit just | 
this document for the Wildlife Federation, and if 
you'll allow me, I'll step back and change my hat, 
and Mr. Collins over here is going to criticize bothnal 
the fact that my hat's rather dirty and that it says 
“Steamboat” instezd of Meeker, but my name again is 
Reed Kelley, and I'm representing my own company, nyfh 
own outfit, which I'll submit for the record this 
advertisement. My wife and I have a little company 
called White River Concierge, and our purpose is to 
try to bring people to northwestern Colorado and to 
help them in their visit here or in their plans for 
a visit here to get the services they need. We'd 
like to push some farm and ranch vacations, working 
farm and ranch vacations, visits, of course, to the 
wilderness on the forest, the Flattops wilderness 
and the hunting opportunities, fishing 


opportunities, and we've already done a little bit 





of this work this last fall. But from our point of — 
v i) 






view, White River Concierge, and I will submit a 


a 
if 


we think it behooves the economic well-being of this) 


| 


wilderness areas designed on these BLM public lands. 


letter before January 12th in this regard as well, ; 
community and this county to have appropriate ie} 


As it is right now, these BLM lands are pretty much ' 
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a@ monotone to visitors to this part of the country. 
It's very difficult, I think, for visitors at iNet sal 
point to find out much about some of the very unique 
environments and places that exist on the White 
River Rescurce Area as well as in the Kremmling 
area, and to designate some special wilderness areas 
we think would make this area more attractive for 
visitors, and we think that would be a real plus 
and, therefore, we're supportive of these type of 
designations. And I will submit a letter in that 
regard, and I hope that very much, again, supporting 
the recommendations the BLM has made for the four 
areas, and I guess I'll limit it in terms of White 
River Concierges our support for the addition of 
Windy Gulch, Black Mountain and the Oil Springs area 
for inclusion in wilderness as well. 

I think another thing that's a little 
bit disturbing is in the Oil Springs situation that, 
as some people suggest, the district has it 
surrounded by virtually, as I recall, it's a 17,000- 
acre island in the midst of a lot of oil and gas, 
particularly gas activity, that it shouldn't be 
wilderness. Well, in a way that may be a reason why 
it's even more important for wilderness because it 


+ 
is an island that's left around a lot of other 
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hat. I'll put on my rancher's hat. I failed -- you 
did it, must to my disdain, but & didn't hear 
Hartley mention the livestock industry in his 
presentation, and I think we've tried to stress 
multiple use within our public lands, and I 
personally believe that that's the only way that we 
can all make it work is a multiple-use situation. 

I don’t think public lands belong to the livestock 
man. I don't think they belong to anybody 
specifically, and I think it should be a united 
situation where we all learn to work together and 
try to make it work, and I'm disappointed that I 
hear specific groups come and say, well, this is the 
only way that our heritage is going to work is if 
you take the cateie or the horses or the sheep or 
the backpackers or the four-wheelers off. I think 
it’s got to be a united effort where we all work 
together and try to survive, and I realize we're in 
@ unique situation where we're getting more pressure 
from everybody, but I think livestock, and I think 
that the four-wheelers -- and I've gotten it from 
livestockers and four-wheelers, and I don't know how 
much further I can go apart. We've got to learn to 
work together, and I've said that, waa Reed knows, 


on several different occasions, and if we can't get 
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activity in its surrounds and that makes it that 
much more valuable to be protected, and I do 
appreciate the opportunity to comment. 

MR. ARCAND: Thank you, Mr. Kelley. 
Does the panel have any questions? 

JOE COLLINS: I'm Joe Collins. I'm here 
to represent the county commissioners of Rio Blanco 
County. My name is Joe Collings. 

MR. ARCAND: Do you have an address, 
sir, we'll make sure you're on the -- 

JOE COLLINS: County courthouse. rive M-6 
got two hats too, First of all, it's been on record 
that the county commissioners of Rio Blanco County 
opposed any further wilderness designation within 
the county, and I'll make it short for you. Hartley 
is a lot better at this than I am, but if there's 
any questions would you please get yourself on the 
agenda for the county commissioners and we will 
explain our position unitedly as far as a wilderness 
designation within the county. We feel that there 
are a lot of issues that haven't been addressed, and 
we present ourselves to you, and we will welcome you 
to any of our meetings. 

MR. ARCAND: Okay, thank you. 


M-7 


JOE COLLINS: Now I've taken off that 


ake) 


our public lands into a situation where we can all 
work together, and I think ultimately will lose 
because I'm a livestock man, and I love our public 
lands, and I don't try to abuse them. I get accused 
of abusing them, and there are publications out 
criticizing me as a cow man because I rape the 
wilderness, and I will invite anybody in this room 
to go to my permits and show me where I've 
intentionally done anything to abuse that wilderness 


area or public lands, BLM or wherever. I invite 


Hartley. I invite anybody in this room to come to 
me and I'll go with them on our permits. We've done 
some very unique things. I think Reed is aware of a 


special situation where we've got several different 
entities involved, and I think he can explain it 
better than I do because we went and testified in 
front of the Division of Wildlife. I don't think 
that everybody ought to be lumped into the same box 
and say, well, you run livestock, you don't care 
about the grass. Y care about the grass, and that's 
my rancher's hat. Thank you. 

MR. ARCAND: Joe, could you please state 
your self address? 

JOE COLLINS: Box 1415, Meeker. 


MR. ARCAND: Okay. Thank you. 
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20 
i MR. GOODENOW: If you'd like to talk 
4 with either Dave Cooper or myself after we're done 
3 with the formal part of the hearing too, we can 
4 explain some of the grazing policies. 
5 JOE COLLINS: I understand the grazing 


6 policies, and I've got two hats on tonight, but I'm 


7 a little bit offended when people say that because 


8 I'm a livestock man I don't care about the public 
9 lands. 
10 MR. ARCAND: Thank you, Joe. Is there 


pe anybody else present tonight that would like to 
12 speak? Please state your name and address and -- 
13 DAVE ROBERTSON: Yes, I'm Dave M-8 
14 Robertson, and I represent a ranching partnership 
15 called Twin Peaks Ranch, and that address is Box 

16 323, Rangely, Colorado. We'd like to go on record 
17 as supporting the draft as it was published. We 

18 don't see the need for the scattered-out wilderness 
19 areas, and Oil Mountain and Troublesome are, you 

20 know, they're kind of remote. You know, they fit 


21 the criteria and yet they don't, Oil Spring 


22 Mountain in particular interests us. The energy 
23 there is what's the issue is, I think. I have 
24 trouble -- we have trouble with what might happen to 


25 the energy that's under that particular piece of 


Wilderness EIS- Project Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 

Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


P.O.Box 1209 
Meeker, Colo. 81641 


December 11, 1989 


Dear Sir, 


I appreciate the opportunity to testify this evening on the Draft 
Wilderness Environmental Impact Statement for the White River and 
Kremmling Resource Areas. I also appreciate the Bull Canyon, 
Willow Creek, Skull Creek, and the Platte River Contiguous WSA's 
recommended for wilderness designation. These WSA's will help to 
fill some of the ecosystems not represented in the present 
wilderness system. But the fact remains that there are only 
Presently 81 out of 233 separate and unique ecosystems protected 
by wilderness status in the North American landmass. These 
wilderness areas serve as a scientific book of knowledge, with a 
reality of the way that nature is really supposed to work, and a 
check point for what the modern society is doing to it. Wi-hsrr 
the preservation of the biodiversity we lose the inh<cirasn es) 

Earth for us and future generations. 


The draft contains a vast amount of material to be reviewed by all 
individuals, and while I appreciate the time and effort of this 
project I feel that the study is lacking major points. FLPMA 
states that it is " to protect scientific, scenic, historical, 
ecological, environmental, air and atmospheric, water resources. 
and archaeological values.“ I do not find in this study many of 


the items mentioned by FLPNA. I realize that this is the second 
draft ot this statement, but I do not find that the present draft 
refers in any great detail to the original draft. The. ulrur al 


resource section is missing entirely. There are many valuable 
sites that could and would be protected if given wilderness status. 
We have already lost many sites in the Douglas Creek area to roads 
and well sites, this was prior to FLPMA. Now we continue to loss 
the sites as the country is continually opened to exploration and 
the pot hunters are given better access. The new draft does not 
mention the migration routes of the mule deer and the mountain lion 
that include the Black Mountain and Windy Gulch WSA's. It bricfly 
mentions the raptor populations of the prior two WSA's, but there 
is no in-depth analysis. 


The draft was written prior to the present concept of a scenic by- 
way. This proposed National Scenic By-Way would start at Granby, 
just outside of Rocky Mountain National Park and go west over Gore 
Pass, down to the town of Yampa, over Duckley and Ripple Creek 
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1 ground. So we'd like to go on record saying let's 
2 go with the draft as it's written. 

3 MR. ARCAND: Okay. Thank you. 
4 anybody else who wishes to speak tonight? 

5 Okay. This hearing then is now 


6 adjourned. On behalf of the Bureau of Land 


7 Management, I'd like to thank you for your interest 


8 and your participation in the wilderness process and' 


9 for showing up tonight to express your views. 
10 Thank you. 
11 now to meet with you for any clarifications or 
12 questions you may wish to ask them. 
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Passes, down the White River to Rangely, north to Dinosaur, up 
Colorado State Highway 40 to Kremmling. Such a scenic by- way 
would be a tremendous boon to the economics of northwest Colorado. 
Additional spurs or loops could be added, causing even more 
interest to the tourists on this route. One very unique feature 
would be the easy access to wilderness, and not only the Flattops 
Wilderness Area, but if the Black Mountain and Windy Gulch WSA's 
were to be recommended as wilderness, the Bureau of Land Management 
would aid the Meeker area in the tourist and hunting trades. These 
areas include some very rugged and beautiful canyons and ridges 
with unique plant communities and old growth forest, and as 
mentioned mountain lion and raptor populations. The ares would 
also be fairly close to Meeker, which is unique to most wilderness 
situations, and could also be used to a great extent by locals. 
Oil Spring Mountain could also be included in this concept of 
scenic by-ways. It is an area of mixed plant communities, many of 
which are rare and maybe endangered, and home of a very large elk 
herd. 


The acreage of the two WSA's Black Mountain and Windy Gulch is 


only 22,206 acres, and with the additional 17,740 acres of the O11 
Spring Mountain WSA the rotal is only 39,346. This is a tae 
amount of public land to benefit form a wilderness status, ii, fic! 


it only 1.2% of the total acres under the management of the Burau 
of Land Management Craig District. As a user of public lands I 
would request that this draft study be enlarged to include the 
above WSA's as having WILDERNESS designation. To do so would be 
a very positive step to the future. Thank you. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Abily Ml. Yloone fof 


Hartly H. Blo 4 field 


The panel will be available 


Is there, 
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BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 


DECEMBER 12, 1989 


KREMMLING, COLORADO 


HEARING ON DRAFT WILDERNESS 


ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 


CRAIG DISTRICT, WHITE RIVER, KREMMLING RESOURCE AREA 


Bureau of Land Management's Craig district office. 
The panel is here to make sure we clearly understand 
your comments. The panel or I may ask clarifying 
questions at the end of your remarks. These 
questions should not be interpreted as expressions 
of any pre-determined position. We simply want to 
understand the comments and points you are trying to 
make. 

This public hearings have two objectives: 
first, to obtain the views of the interested public 
on the wilderness recommendations for consideration 
by the Bureau of Land Management, the Secretary of 
the Interior, the President and the Congress, the 
second, to obtain the views and comments from the 
public on the analysis contained in the draft 
environmental impact statement. 

This hearing is an opportunity for 
interested individuals to speak on the record. He 
is not a debate or question-and-answer session, If 
you don't wish to speak tonight you can provide 
written comments and hand those in. Written and 
oral comments will receive equal consideration, 
Written comments will be accepted here tonight or 
they can be sent to the Craig District Office, your 


choice. To obtain a copy of the draft EIS or if you 
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MR. SCHUPP: Good evening, I'm Greg 
Schupp, the chief of the Branch of Fluid Mineral 
Operations of the Bureau of Land Management's 
Colorado State Office, and I will be conducting the 
hearing this evening on the Craig District Draft 
Wilderness Environmental Impact Statement. 

You guys have both signed in so I'm not 
going to worry about reminding you to sign in. The 
reporter for this evening's hearing is Nancy Lutz, 
A verbatim transcript of all testimony or comments 
received will be prepared. A copy of the 
transcript will be published in the final EIS along 
with a response to comments. If you wish to obtain 
a copy of the transcript you will need to make your 
own arrangements with the reporter. Copies of the 
transcript will available in about 25 days for 
public review at the Bureau of Land Menecementae 
Colorado state office, at the district offices in 
Craig and Vernal, and at the resource area offices 
in Meeker and Kremmling. 


A hearing panel has been designated to 





receive your comments. They are Greg Goodenow on my 
left, the Environmental Coordinator, Dave Cooper, 
second to my left, Outdoor Recreation Planner, and 


John Morrone, geologist. All three are with the 


have questions regarding the analysis, Greg, Dave 
and John will be available after this meeting to 
discuss your specific concern, and Greg will now 
give a short presentation on the wilderness process 
and a summary of the analysis and recommendations 
contained in the draft EIS. 

MR. GOODENOW: I'd like to share some 
information with you about the BLM's wilderness 
review process. BLM has a wilderness review process 
consisting of three phrases: inventory, study and 
reporting. 

The inventory phase involved identifying 
the public lands that contain wilderness 
characteristics as established by Congress. The 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act directs BLM 
to use the criteria given by the Congress in the 
Wilderness Act of 1964. Section 2(c) of that act 
states: "A wilderness, in contrast with those areas 
where man and his own works dominate the landscape, | 
is hereby recognized as an area where the earth and 
its community of life are untrammeled by man, where 


man himself is a visitor who does not remain." 





These WSAs were identified in this inventory 
Process. The inventory phase was completed in 


November of 1980. 
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The study phase is the next step. This 
draft environmental impact statement analyzes the 
environmental, social and economic effects of 
designation or non-designation as wilderness for 
each of eight WSAs in the White River and Kremmling 
Resource areas of the Bureau of Land Management's 
Craig District. The WSAs are located, or wilderness 
study areas are located in Grand, Jackson, Moffat 
and Rio Blanco counties in Colorado and Uintah 
County in Utah. The study areas are Bull Canyon, 
12,297 acres, Willow Creek, 13,368 acres, Skull 
Creek, 13,740 acres, Black Mountain, 9,932 acres, 
Windy Gulch, 12,274 acres, Oil Spring Mountain, 
17,740 acres, the Troublesome, 8,250 acres, and the 
Platte River Contiguous at about 30 acres. 

The BLM's proposed action is to recommend 
the Bull Canyon, Willow Creek, Skull Creek and 
Platte River Contiguous WSAs as suitable for 
wilderness designation, The other WSAs are proposed 
as non-suitable for wilderness designation. 

This draft EIS replaces and supersedes the 
draft Environmental Impact Statement for the White 
River Resource Area Wilderness Planning Amendment, 
which was published in 1983, and the wilderness 


analysis in the Kremmling Resource Management Plan 


7 
the Bureau of Mines. 
The President will then make his 
recommendation to the Congress. Only Congress can 


designate an area as wilderness. Until Congress 
either designates a WSA as wilderness or releases it 
for other uses, all WSAs will be managed under BLM‘s 
interim management policy and guidelines for lands 
under wilderness review to maintain wilderness 
qualities inherent to each WSA until the time 
Congress makes its final decision. And if you'd 
like to know more about the process, the process is 
outlined in more detail in Chapter 1 of the EIS. 
Copies of the wilderness management policy and 
interim management policy and the draft EIS are all 
available tonight. 

MR. SCHUPP: Okay, Gary, you're the only 
speaker so far. So if you would, please state your 
name, your address and who you represent, and if you 
would also provide the reporter with a copy of your 
remarks then that would be helpful. 

MR. GOODENOW: They will be entered into 
the record, and we'll get them back with copies of 
the transcript. 

GARY ULLMAN: I'll try and be brief. My 


name is Gary Ullman. I'm the resource manager of 
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Environmental Impact Statement, which was published 
in 1984. This analysis also serves as a plan 
amendment for land use use plans covering the WSAs. 

Eight wilderness study areas in the Little 
Snake Resource Area have already been analyzed in 
the draft Wilderness Technical Supplement to the 
Little Snake Resource Management Plan and haven't 
been analyzed further in this draft. This draft and 
the Wilderness Technical Supplement will, however, 
be combined to form a Craig district-wide final 
Wilderness EIS. We expect to publish the final EIS 
in the spring or summer of 1990. 

Reporting is the final phase of the 
wilderness review process. Upon completion of this 
study, a recommendation on whether each WSA is 
suitable or non-suitable for designation as 
wilderness in the National Wilderness Preservation 
System will be made by BLM through the Secretary of 
the Interior to the President. The recommendation 
will be contained in the wilderness study report. 

We are anticipating the statewide reporting package 
will be submitted also in 1990. The recommendation 
to the President will also include a mineral survey 
for those WSAs recommended as suitable. This survey 


will be conducted by the US Geological Survey and 


8 
Louisiana-Pacific for the Kremmling and Walden 
operations. I live in Kremmling. 
Our area of major concern is the 
Troublesome, All the other areas, really, we didn't 


feel pertained to our, or would affect our 
operations. The Troublesome, we support your 
recommendation for non-wilderness in the Draft EIS. 
Briefly, we employ 150, or excuse me, 
about 180 people directly in Walden and Kremmling 
plus an additional 150 people through our contract 
loggers, and we're highly dependent on government 
timber, primarily Forest Service timber. We feel 
that the forest plan volumes are not sufficient to 
maintain the installed capacity of the timber 
industry in the State of Colorado, in this area 
also, We curtailed our Walden operation by one 
shift this past June for that reason, even though 
our markets were good and the mill was running 
efficiently. We just didn't have, couldn't see 
enough long-term supply of timber to maintain two K-1 
shifts. So even though there's only an estimated 
150,000 feet of annual, long-term, sustained yield 
in the Troublesome Wilderness Study Area available, 
even this small volume we feel is very important for 


the industry in the areca. 
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There also are quite a few, according to 
the draft EIS, similar eco-systems represented in 
the surrounding wilderness areas within 200 air 
miles of the Troublesome Wilderness Study Area. We, 
therefore, believe that the wilderness designation 
for the Troublesome would be detrimental both to the 
land, the forest products industry and the economies 
of Kremmling and Walden, and thank you for the 
Opportunity to speak. 

MR. SCHUPP: Thank you. Paul, is there 
anything you'd like to say? K 

PAUL OHRI: No, I don't think so. We've 2 
reviewed this today, and I think probably from our 
review today that the -- of course, we're talking 
about the Troublesome. At that time we are probably 
in agreement with the recommendation, I think mainly 
based on the statement that the majority of that 
area it to stay as is, not disrupted, whether it's 
wilderness or remains the same status as it is. 

MR. SCHUPP: Paul, could I get you to 
give your name and address and affiliation to get it 
on the record. 

PAUL OHRI: Paul Ohri, Kremmling, 
Colorado. I'm a Grand County commissioner, District 


2. 


Thank wou for the opportunity to comment. 


Respectfully, 


3 ENO 


Gara Ullman 
Resource Manager 
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PO Box 949 
Kremming, Colorado 80459 
303/724-3405 


GSunoensis of Louisiana-Pacific Corporation’s 
Comments to PLM on Craiq District Draft 
Wilderness E.1.S. presented by Garu Ullman 
on December 12. 1989. 


or area of maior concern is the Troublesome 
Wilderness Studu Area. We support the BLM’s 
reconmandation for non-wilderness for this ar@a. 
Our Kremmling and Walden operations emp low about 
186 people directly. An additional 150 people are 


emploved byw our contract loagers. We are highly dependent 
upon Government owned timber for our raw material supply 
at both locations. Forest Plan volumes on the Routt, 
White River and Arapaho-Roosevelt National Forests, are 
not sufficient to meet the installed capacity of the 
Industrau. In June of this wear we curtailed our Walden 
operation by one shift, even though the mill was running 
etficiently and markets were relatively strona. There 
Simply is not enough timber available to sustain a 
two-shift operation long term, due to limited plan 
volumes, timber sale appeals and threats of appeals, and 
Forest Service budget constraints. 


The 150 MBF annual long-term sustained yield in the 
BLM Troublesome Wilderness Study Area is small, but 
still very important for the local Forest 
Products Industry. According to the Draft E.I1.S.5 27 
designated wilderness areas within 200 air miles of the 
Troublesome Wilderness Study Area, already represent the 
same type ecosystem as the Troublesome Wilderness Study 
Area, (page 3-66). 


We believe that wilderness designation for the 
Troublesome would be detrimental to the land, the Forest 
Products Industry, and the economies of Kremmling and 
Walden. 
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MR. SCHUPP: I guess that's it. The 
hearing is now adjourned, and on behalf of BLM, I 
want to thank you for your interest and 
participation. 

MR. GOODENOW: Thank you for coming 


tonight. 
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BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 


DECEMBER 13, 1989 


CRAIG, COLORADO 


HEARING ON DRAFT WILDERNESS 


ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 


CRAIG DISTRICT, WHITE RIVER, KREMMLING RESOURCE AREA 


offices in Meeker and Kremmling. 

A hearing panel has been designated to 
receive your comments. They are Greg Goodenow, 
Environmental Coordinator, Dave Cooper, Outdoor 
Recreation Planner, and John Morrone, geologist. 

All three are with the Bureau of Land Management's 
Craig district office. The panel is here to make 
sure we clearly understand your comments. The panel 
or I may ask clarifying questions at the end of each 
speaker's comments or remarks. These questions 
should not be interpreted as expressions of any 
pre-determined position which you may think that we 
have. We simply want to understand the comments and 
the points that are made to make sure that we will 
able to respond to them properly. 

This public hearings has two objectives: 
first, to obtain the views of the interested public 
on the wilderness recommendations for consideration 
by the Bureau of Land Management, the Secretary of 
the Interior, the President and the Congress, and 
second, to obtain the views and comments from the 
public on the analysis contained in the draft 
environmental impact statement. 

This hearing is an opportunity for 


interested individuals to speak on the record. It 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


22 


23 


24 





MR. PORTER: Good evening, ladies and 
gentlemen. I'd like to start this hearing at this 
time. I'm Larry Porter, the assistant area manager 
of the Bureau of Land Management's Grand Junction 
Resource Area Office. I will be conducting the 
hearing this evening on the Craig District, the 
White River and Kremmling Resource Area's Draft 
Wilderness Environmental Impact Statement. 

If you have not signed in, please do so, 
as Greg just mentioned. If you'd like to speak, 
Please be sure that you are on the sign-up list. 

If you are not at this point we'll give you another 
chance later on, 

The reporter for this evening's hearing 
is Nancy Lutz. A verbatim transcript of all 
testimony or comments received will be prepared. A 
copy of the transcript will be published in the 
final environmental impact statement along with a 
response to comments. If you wish to obtain a copy 
of the transcript you will need to make your own 
arrangements with the reporter. Copies of the 
transcript will also be available in about 25 days 
for public review at the Bureau of Land Management's 
Colorado state office, also at the district offices 


in Craig and Vernal, and at the resource area 


is not a debate or question-and-answer session. 

I'm going to ask you folks here tonight to note that 
very clearly. If you do not wish to speak at 
tonight's hearing but would like to comment, written 
comments will be received through January 12, 1990. 
Written and oral comments will receive equal 
consideration in case some of you are concerned 
about that. Written comments will be accepted here 
tonight or they can be sent to Wilderness EIS, 
Project Manager, Bureau of Land Management, 455 
Emerson Street, Craig, Colorado 8625-1129 for the 
zip. To obtain a copy of the draft environmental 
impact statement or if you have questions regarding 
the analysis, Greg, Dave and John will be available 
after this meeting to discuss your specific 
concerns. So you do have an opportunity after the 
meeting if you so desire to meet with 
representatives of the Bureau of Land Management. 

If you want to clarify anything in your own mind 
prior Petnset ne your formal comments you'll still 
have time to do that in writing later. Greg 
Goodenow will now give a short presentation on the 
wilderness process and a summary of the analysis and 
recommendations contained in the draft EIS. 


SOMEONE: Would you repeat that address? 
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MR. PORTER: Okay, I'1l repeat it 
slowly. You should address your comments to 
Wilderness EIS, Project Manager, Bureau of Land 
Management, 455 Emerson Street, Craig, Colorado, and 
the zip is 81625 with a hyphen -1129. That is the 
Craig District's office here in Craig, the BLM Craig 
District Office. 

MR. GOODENOW: That address is also 
printed in the front cover of the document that is 
in the back of the room. Inside the front cover 
you'li also notice a yellow sheet. If you're not on 
our mailing list and you get. a copy of the document 
and would like to make sure you get a copy of the 
final, tear off the card, fill in your name and 
address, put a stamp on it and mail it to us, and we 
will add your name for the final EIS. 

I'd like to share some information with 
you about the BLM's wilderness review process. BLM 
has a wilderness review process consisting of three 
phrases: inventory, study and reporting. 

The inventory phase involved identifying 
the public lands that contain wilderness 
characteristics as established by Congress. The 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act directs BLM 


to use the criteria given by the Congress in the 


the Bull Canyon, Willow Creek, Skull Creek and 
Platte River Contiguous WSAs as suitable for 
wilderness designation. The other WSAs are proposed 
as non-suitable for wilderness designation. 

This draft EIS replaces and supersedes the 
draft Environmental Impact Statement for the White 
River Resource Area Wilderness Planning Amendment, 
which was published in 1983, and the wilderness 
analysis in the Kremmling Resource Management Plan 
and Environmental Impact Statement, which was 
published in 1984. This analysis also serves as a 
plan amendment for land use use plans covering the 
WSAs. 

Eight wilderness study areas in the Little 
Snake Resource Area have already been analyzed in 
the draft Wilderness Technical Supplement .to the 
Little Snake Resource Management Plan and haven't 
been analyzed further in this draft EIS. They will, 
however, be combined with these WSAs into one final 
Wilderness EIS for the entire Craig district. We 
expect to publish the final EIS in the spring or 
summer of 1990. 

Reporting is the final phase of the 
wilderness review process. Upon completion of thia 


atudy, a recommendation on whether each WSA is 
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Wilderness Act of 1964. Section 2(c) of that act 












states: "A wilderness, in contrast with those areas 
where man and his own works dominate the landscape, 
is hereby recognized as an area where the earth and 
its community of life are untrammeled by man, where 
man himself is a visitor who does not remain." 
These WSAs were identified in the inventory process, 
which was completed in November of 1980. 

The study phase is the next step. This 
draft EIS or environmental impact statement analyzes 
the environmental, social and economic effects of 
designation or non-designation as wilderness for 
each cof eight wilderness study areas in the White 
River and Kremmling Resource areas of the Bureau of 
Land Management's Craig District. The WSAs are 
located in Grand, Jackson, Moffat and Rio Blanco 
counties in Colorado and Uintah County in Utah. The 
study areas are, and they're lined up along the wall 
here, Bull Canyon, 12,297 acres, Willow Creek, 
13,368 acres, Skull Creek, 13,740 acres, Black 
Mountain, 9,932 acres, Windy Gulch, 12,274 acres, 
Oil Spring Mountain, 17,740 acres, the Troublesome, 
8,250 acres, and the Platte River Contiguous area 
which is about 30 acres. 


The BLM's proposed action is to recommend 


suitable or non-suitable for designation as 
wilderness in the National Wilderness Preservation 
System will be made by BLM through the Secretary of 
the Interior to the President. The recommendation 
will be contained in the wilderness study report. 
We are expecting that a statewide reporting package 
will be submitted in 1990. The recommendation to 
the President will also include a mineral survey for 
those WSAs recommended as suitable, which will be 
conducted by the US Geologicai Survey and the Bureauml 


of Mines. 





The President will then make his 
recommendation to the Congress. Only Congress can 
designate an area as wilderness. At this time BLM 
is making a recommendation. The areas will remain 


as wilderness study areas until Congress either 





designates the area as wilderness or releases it for 
other uses. Until that time the WSAs will be 
managed under BLM's interim management policy and 
guidelines for lands under wilderness review in 
order to maintain the wilderness qualities inherent 
to each area. This process is outlined in more 
detail in Chapter 1 of this document. We also have 
copies of our wilderness management policy in the 


back of the room if you have questions. I think 
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we're ready for speakers. 

MR. PORTER: Thanks, Greg. Because of 
the number of people wishing to testify at the 
hearing this evening, I would like to impose a 
five-minute time limit on each speaker, and that is 
an initial time limit. I want to do this in order 
to give everyone an opportunity to speak. 
Individuals who are unable to complete their 
presentation in this time will be given an 
opportunity to do so at the end of the hearing, if 
time permits, and I see no reason why it shouldn't, 
but I would like to hold you to the five minutes if 
you would, please. As your turn comes, I will call 
you forward to speak. I'd like you to come to the 
microphone so everyone present can hear your 
comments, if you would, please. And state your 
name, your address, who you are representing if 
other than yourself, and it would also be helpful if 
you could provide the reporter with a copy of your 
prepared statement, if you happen to have it. 

I'm going to take the speakers in the 
order they signed up this evening. The first 


speaker is, has indicated no name, but the Three 


Springs Ranch. Someone is evidently a 
representative for their ranch. I also have Judy 

11 
and we're all consumers. There's none of us running 


around here with no clothes on and no place to live. 
We consume, and we consume at a rate that's world 
record for the United States and people in the 
United States who say, oh, now, we got to set aside 
these areas and not let anything happen with then, 
not let any use for them except what we consider 
will not change it is not realistic. We're 
consumers, Let's use the land. Let's use the 
renewable resources, and there's a person back there 
shaking his head real seriously. He's obviously a 
real serious person about this. Okay. Right now 
the way the wilderness proposal is, it says, okay, 
we're going to set aside this area and you can't do 
certain things on it but some people can use it. 

We can use it for backpacking and camping. It can 
be grazed on providing you graze it moan aahag to 
rules and regulations. Well, God knows, anybody 
grazing in Colorado has done with rules and 
regulations with the BLM since we can remember so 
that's not a big threat, but that's not realistic 
either. The backpackers, I think, are real into 
this because they want to protect everything from 
what, I don't know, maybe they think other 


backpackers are okay. I'm kind of rambling. I 
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Beard who is with the Three Springs Ranch. Are you 
Judy? 

JUDY BEARD: I'm Judy. 

MR. PORTER: Okay. Did someone want to 
make a separate statement, or are you making it for 
this person who signed here? 

JUDY BEARD: I'm making it for that 
person who signed there, 

MR. PORTER: Okay. Thank you, Judy. 

JUDY BEARD: Okay. My name is Judy 
Beard. I live at Three Springs Ranch, and the 
addeess -- is the address important to this? It's 
down the road about 60 miles. C1 

Anyway, my position is basically in 
opposition to all wilderness acquisitions for the 
simple reason that wilderness is a limited use 
concept. I'm going to have to stop looking at you. 
Is that okay? Good. Wilderness is a limited use 
concept, and we are a lot of people in the United 
States, and this I recognize is an argument for 
wilderness because we're going to set aside these 
pristine areas to stay magical and wild and balanced 
and wonderful, and that.'s a little bit irresponsible 
or a lot irresponsible, depending on how closely you 


look at it. There's a lot of people in this country 


12 


don't want to do that. What I want to say to people 
who want to have more wilderness -- this seems to be 
an insatiable appetite for ever and ever more 
wilderness, and a lot of people here have 
experienced this acquisition thing before and fought 
either for or against it, depending on where you 
are, and it's always this issue. Right now we're 
dealing with these areas. Dickinsons in 1980 dealt 
with -- Minford and I when we first went to Three 
Springs, we were talking about this same area, and 
what were they wanting to do to it then, Honey? And 
we fought tooth and nail and lost. What was the 
classification they were struggling. 

SOMEONE: First came into being, it was 
wanting it to be set aside for wilderness. 

JUDY BEARD: So we're still talking 
about the same thing. I don't understand this 
insatiable acquisition drive for ever and ever more 
wilderness. God knows we got lots of it. There's a 
large percentage of the United States already in 
wilderness that is already set aside to not be used 
for production or exploitation, if you want to use 
it, or multiple use, or responsible use. We're 
wanting to put it in the hands of big brother, 


federal government, an area that we can't’ deal with. 
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We don't have handles on that. We can talk to our 
BLM people. Sometimes we can get something done 
with them, but we have things going on in 
Washington, we can't reach those folks. If areas 
are managed under multiple use there's some kind of 
a give and take thing. When you start narrowing 
down it keeps getting more narrow. Let's realize 
that we're all people sharing a limited product, 
and let's be sharing instead of saying, oh, I've got 
to keep this for me or for my concept or my way of 
thinking, and it's not realistic. It's not human. 
It's not kind. It's not neighborly, brotherly, and 
it's not practical. 

Willow Creek and Skull Creek don't meet 
the recommendations. They are trammeled by man. 
They are -- you can't go out there and spend the 
night by your campfire without hearing the trucks 
whizzing by on Highway 40. If you're down there in 
Bull Canyon -- pitty Carl couldn't be here. He's 
been riding that country for 21 years. He says I've 
never been able to ride there without hearing the 
trucks. Does this appeal to somebody who wants a 
pristine wilderness experience, go lay in your 
sleeping bag by the campfire and listen to the 


trucks hum on the highway? In addition to that, we 
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C-2 


have already been well said, but I take a different 
view on wilderness. As I look at the world 
population and the demands on the resources and 

what man has already done to this planet I think 
we'd better set something aside while there's still 
something left to set aside for a population that's 
growing exponentially. If you leave this beautiful 
state or just go over to the eastern slope you'll 
see what it's like where the man is the main species 
around, and he's kind of moved out everything else. 
It's not a real pretty sight to me, and it will 
eventually lead to, in my opinion, man's extinction 
when man has to plunder and lay waste to everything 
for short-term economic gains, but I also understand 
the need for individuals and groups to derive their 
livelihood from the resources of the earth. We all 
have to. We're all dependent on each other. We're 
all dependent upon millions of other species too, 
and we have to leave room for them. 

I'd like to read this real quick. I 
think it states the case for wilderness pretty well. 
It says there's no simple formula for balancing the 
interests of wage earners against the benefits of a 
healthy ecosystem. It would be unjust and 


politically unwise to disregard those people whose 
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now have the train going by carrying coal to Utah. 
Not realistic. It doesn't meet the requirements 
unless you stretch them far enough, and we all know | 
that can be done. It probably will be done. I 
think we're all here wasting our time and effort. 

I think this is preconceived, preset, and I'm not 
patient with it. I think it stinks, but this 
business about ever and ever more wilderness is --~ 
I think in this country instead of being so bloody, 
God-damned selfish and self-centered we need to 
start being more realistic, more human. We are a 
human family, and if we can't get along with the 
person next to us and the people in town that don't 
agree with things the way we do, how are we ever 
going to get along with a nation that doesn't speak 
our language or go to our church? I think we need 
to start looking at each other as a family and 


trying to get along instead of saying I want things 


for me and my way. That's about all I have to say. 
MR. PORTER: Okay. Thank you, Judy. 
Does the panel have any questions? 


(Indicated in the negative) 





MR. PORTER: Okay, thank you. The next 
2 YT pais 
speaker is Mike Frazier. 






MIKE FRAZIER: Well, I think some things. 


1655) 


subsistence may be disrupted by actions to prevent — 
extinction. The future of the planet depends to a 
large degree on our success in creating economic 
weight and socially defensible strategies for doing 
the right thing At root these issues involve more 
that economics. Surely we'll measure the depth of 
our humanity by the breath of our compassions. As 


Oliver Leipold summed it up, we need to quit 


thinking about decent land use as solely an economic || 


y 
; 


problem, examine each question in terms of what is 
ethically and aesthetically right as well as what is. 
economically expedient. A thing is right when it 
tends to preserve the integrity, stability and j 
beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong when 1t 1) 
tends otherwise. 

I agree with multiple use to a certain 
extent, but like everything it should have its 
limit. Multiple use carried to an extreme is just 
multiple abuse. I think the wilderness is a 
long-term investment. It has enormous positive 
economic potential for the long reign. Any land } 
left in its natural state in a world where the human” 
species is running rampant in their drive to 


reproduce will become increasingly sought out by 


peoples all over the world. The idwa of a three- 
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level driving range -- I guess that's kind of old- 
fashioned. It's probably 10-level now -- there's no 
land left in some countries. All you've got to do 
is go back to New Jersey and take a look around. 
Man's about the only thing left there. Maybe I'm 
exaggerating a little bit but I feel so strongly 
about it. I think that setting aside some land for 
wilderness is going to pay off big in the long run, 
and I'm not talking about it in a selfish way for 
myself. I may never go backpacking in most 
wilderness areas, most certainly I won't, but for 
the future peoples of the earth I hate to see them 
where going for a hike is walking down the aisles of 
skyscrapers on the asphalt. 

MR. PORTER: Thanks, Mike. Could you 
state your address for the reporter. 

MIKE FRAZIER: 917 Ledford Court, Craig, 
Colorado. 

MR. PORTER: Thanks. Do you have any 
questions? C-3 

(Indicated in the negative) 

MR. PORTER: Thank you. Gary Tubman. 

GARY TUBMAN: My name is Gary Tubman, 
127 Steamboat Boulevard, Steamboat Springs, and I 


didn't have a prepared statement, but let me just 
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destruction. And I'm in favor of designating these 
areas as wilderness. Thank you. 

MR. PORTER: Thanks, Gary. Dale Kruse. 

DALE KRUSE: bale Kruse from Craig, C=-4 
Colorado. Just a short statement. I think it's 
great to see Bull Canyon, Skull Creek and Willow 
Creek as proposed wilderness areas; however, they 
are small dots on the map compared to the available 
natural aesthetic areas that offer solitude and 
wilderness, especially in Moffat County here. This 
part of the state needs at least a small percentage 
of its land protected in the natural state. Black 
Mountain, Windy Gulch areas should also be included 
in the inventory. There does not seem to be any 
conflicts in these areas, and they are spectacular 
canyon places. Also, more consideration should be 
given to other areas such as along the Yampa River, 
and I think Cross Mountain should have a larger 
buffer zone. These areas can offer an economic 
uplift as noted by the fact that all the parks and 
related areas have had increased visitation and are 
projected to increase by 10 to 15 percent a year. 

Gary mentioned that we consume about 25 
percent of the world's resources, and he didn't 


point out that we were only 4 percent of the world's 
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give some of my thoughts to you about how I feel. 

I heard some interesting comments about how we're 
consumers, and I feel very strongly about that 
myself. Now, I think her name was Judy, alluded to 
the fact that we're consumers. Sometimes I feel 
very guilty about being over-consumptive, and I have 
conflicts within my own family about our 
consumption, and I guess my view is on the use of 
land and resources, renewable resources, we need a 
balance, and the way the world is going right now I 
don't see that balance occurring, and you look at 
these areas, Bull Canyon, Willow Creek, Skull Creek, 
are they just small parcels in all this wilderness 
that we already have or don't have, but what I do 
see what's happening is that a lot of degradation 
in the world, and the Americans themselves consume 
25 percent of what the world consumes. We have to 
start at home, and I'm trying to get my basic home 
regimented, trying to get my spouse to do things, 
you know, in an environmentally-conscious manner, 
having less impact as far as degradation of the 
world. So I support wilderness designation areas 
such as these because I feel it is a small parcel of 
man's to help balance the world environment. 


Otherwise, I agree with Mike, we're on the road to 
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population and, again, I think that that, you know, 
some people think that we need to be more 
consumptive, but I think we need to be a whole lot 
less, and one other thing, if these areas are not 
good wilderness areas then what areas in and around 
Moffat County would be? They're exceptional. 
They're spectacular. I've been in these areas, 
Skull Creek, Willow Creek, and I've been back in 
Willow Creek, and I guess maybe if I put my ear 3A 
the ground I could have heard the semis drive by. 
Even if I could have heard the semis drive by or the 
airplanes fly over, if these aren't good wilderness 
areas than what areas are? Thank you. 

MR. PORTER: Thank you, Dale. Ann 
Wagner. C-5 

ANN WAGNER: My name is Ann Wagner, 738 
Taylor Street, Craig. I am basically for wilderness 
areas. I believe with what Gary and Dale were 
saying, that with the amount of our population and 
the land mass that we have we use way more resources 
than other countries. Also, we do have a lot of 
land mass, and other countries, especially in 
Europe, do not have any land to expand to. I think 
we need to consider to have wilderness areas if not 


for ourselves but for our children and our 
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children's children, for them to experience just I 
guess what the land is, really, to be able to go to 
quiet areas and to appreciate those. 

MR. PORTER: Okay, thank you, Ann. 
Robin Herring. 

ROBIN HERRING: Robin Herring, 848 East 
Athy craig). C-6 

I'm still trying to decide one way or 
another on this. I would like to thank you guys for 
giving us a chance to come up and talk and listen to 
everybody else's view. I'd just like to plug Moffat 
County. I think it's a great county and one of the 
best spots I've been in there is Skull Creek. So if 
we can protect that I'm all for at. Thanks. 

MR. PORTER: Okay. Thanks, Robin. 
Edward Lay. C-7 

EDWARD LAY: My name is Edward Lay from 
Craig, Colorado. I have no prepared statement. 
would just like to say that I support the wilderness 
area. I work in the Maybell area, and a lot of that 
area out there needs to be protected. There's a lot 
of abuse of the area. We all are consumers and we 
need to -- and I see no problem in all of us using 
our fair share, but as Dale and Gary pointed out, 


we're using more than our fair share. So we have to 
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know, if you look at the wilderness areas in 
Colorado that we have, they're mostly in the high 
mountain, timbered areas. I think these areas would 
really be a nice contribution to Colorado's 
wilderness. They I think are very unique from most 
wilderness areas that we normally see, the high 
country, you know, timbered areas. So I generally, 
you know, support these areas, the Willow Creek, 
Skull Creek and Bull Canyon areas. And thanks for 
the opportunity to speak. 

MR. PORTER: Okay, thank you. Sarah 
Glover. 

SARAH GLOVER: Sarah Glover, Box 1210, 
Craig. C-10 

I'm in favor of these wilderness areas 
and any other wilderness areas that we can get ahold 
of for a number of reasons, most of which have 
already been enumerated tonight, but I think we need 
to protect ourselves from ourselves and protect all 
of the environmental opportunities that we can have 
for our children and our children's children and to 
save all the resources that we can because we're 
talking not only our own enjoyment of these things 
but our very salvation of our species as well as 


others, Thank you. 
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set aside something for our kids so they have their; 
fair share left. 

MR. PORTER: Okay, thank you. Monty 
Robertson. 

MONTY ROBERTSON: Monty Robertson, 575 
Rose. C=: 

I'm not too aware of a lot of these 
areas or a lot of the legal jargon going with it; 
but I would like to see it preserved for our future) 
and I'm sure that eventually it will be with suppor 
of people in this community and people are consciou, 
about our environment. Thank you. 

MR. PORTER: Thank you, Monty. Ed 
Talkington. 

ED TALKINGTON: Ed Talkington, 592 Stow 
Street. . 

You know, I think a lot of people wonde 
if, you know, you're getting your money's worth in) 
the wilderness areas, and I don't think you can put 
a monetary value on wilderness, and maybe it is kin 
of selfish to set aside an area just for maybe just 
a few people but, you know, I don't know what's 
going to happen in Moffat County in the future. bal} 
would like to see those areas just the way they are 


when I'm, you know, dead and gone. I also, you 


MR. PORTER: Thanks, Sarah. Terry q 
Gutierrez. C-* 

TERRY GUTIERREZ: My name is Terry 
Gutierrez and I live at 1181 Lincoln. I have lived 
in Craig seven and a half years and I'ma Colorado | 
native. 

According to a figure that was given t¢) 
me by the Moffat County Commissioners on November 
28th, the total acres in Moffat County are 3,309, 01) 
acres. Bull Canyon, Skull Creek, Willow Creek stu, 
areas include 38,885 acres. If I divided correct 
that's a mere one percent of the total acres of | 
Moffat County that you're asking at, looking at 
preserving for future generations. I don’t think 
one percent is asking too much. 

I would like to thank the BLM for 
recommending these areas. I feel that they've dont 


a very comprehensive job and they're up against -~ 


and they've looked at many sides of the coin, andi 
they've been to a lot of these meetings, and they — 
take“everything into account. I fully support the 
designation of these areas as wilderness; howevelll 
believe the Skull Creek and Willow Creek combined 
alternative would be preferable because I believe 


the road separating the two areas needs to be 
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returned to its natural state. 

Because Colorado is so far behind so 
many other states in setting aside any additional 
wilderness I support all eight areas being 
designated as wilderness areas. It's been said many 
times already that we are the highest consumers, and 
I believe it is going to be our downfall eventually. 
It's time to change that consumption, wasteful 
consumption attitude, and there's only one place it 
can start, and that's right here at home, and we 
have to start somewhere, and one percent of a county 
is not asking like a big, huge change. 

Judy did mention that we need to share 
the land. We need to share it with everybody. rf 
you're going to share it with everybody you need to 
share it with the people that backpack and hike, and 
that's what we're asking. We're asking that you 
share and allow those interests to be shared, and 
maybe it is a small percentage of people that uses 
those areas right now, but as our attitudes change 
and we lean toward conserving our society more 
people are using those areas. More people have a 
need to get away from the world. 

Your right, the roads and railroads 


are all around us. It just goes to show there's 
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representing the Colorado Cattlemen's Association. 
My association represents more than 2300 cattlemen 
from across the State of Colorado. The Colorado 
cattle industry cash receipts from the sale of 
cattle and calves alone contribute almost $2 billion 
to the economy of the State of Colorado and its 
local communities. The Colorado Cattlemen's 
Association has always been a strong supporter of 
individual rights and multiple use of our public 
lands. Additionally, we are very encouraged and 
very supportive of your decisions to recommend Oil 
Spring and Black Mountain, Windy Gulch and 
Troublesome Wilderness areas not be designated 
wilderness areas. We agree with that. 

Although we have several remaining 
concerns about the other alternatives that are in 
the document concerning those areas, my comments 
will be directed towards the three areas, four areas 
that you have recommended for wilderness 
designation. These four areas are Bull Canyon, 
Willow Creek, Skull Creek and the Platte River 
Contiguous, 

My first comments are in regards to a 
general observation and some conclusions that the 


CCA membership has drawn from this Draft EIS and the 
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very little places left that we can go where man 
hasn't had that effect. Thank you very much. 

MR. PORTER: Thanks, Terry. 

TERRY GUTIERREZ: I also have a letter TI 
wrote to the Moffat County Commissioners and I would 
like to submit it. 

MR. GOODENOW: Would you like this 
entered into the record? 

TERRY GUTIERREZ: Yes, please, 

MR. PORTER: Mick Havrilla. 

MICK HAVRILLA: My name's Mick Havrilla. 
I'm a resident of Moffat County. I'd like to thank 
the BLM for recommending Bull Canyon, Willow Creek 
and Skull Creek as wilderness study areas. As a 
resident of Moffat County I think these areas would 
add to the Dinosaur Monument area and also preserve 
an important part of our county not only for us but 
for generations to come. 

MR. PORTER: Okay, thanks, Mick. T. 
Wright Dickinson. 

T. WRIGHT DICKINSON: T. Wright c 
Dickinson, 14883 County Road 10 North, Maybell, 12 
Colorado. 

Gentlemen, I appreciate this opportunity 


to comment orally on the Draft EIS. Tonight I am 


28 


Wilderness Technical Supplement for the Little Snake 
Resource RMP and proposed areas in the Colorado 
headwaters as well as the National Wilderness 
Preservation system in general. In previous 
testimony in field hearings and before congressional 
committees ‘the Colorado cattlemen have supported a 
plan negotiated by the water rights negotiating team 
for Senators Armstrong and Wirth. We are especially 
supportive for the part of the plan that relates to 
the downstream wilderness areas, i.e., the BLM 
wilderness areas, that no wilderness water rights be 
designated for those areas. The Colorado C-13 
Cattlemen's Association has called for a complete 
and detailed social and economic study to determine 
what impacts have been made on the local communities 
near existing wilderness areas. Before any further 
wilderness action is taken we feel that the citizens 
in and around these local communities near 
wilderness study areas have the right to know what 
the possible financial and social impacts on them 
could be when areas around them and their 
communities are designated wilderness. C-14 

We feel that the draft wilderness EIS 
and the Wilderness Technical Supplement for the 


Little Snake RMP plan do not adequately or 
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accurately address the issues of the impacts caused 
by or as a result of, number one, acquisition of 
private and state land recommended in these 

documents, number two, the ability of pre-existing 
permits and leases to conduct ongoing operations, 
number three, the ability for the handicapped ang 1S 
elderly people to experience that which these 
wilderness areas purport to protect. An observation 

is made of the statement contained in the Wilderness 
Technical Supplement to the Little Snake Bbacacese tO 
RMP and the draft wilderness EIS. For instance, 
page 3-34 of the Wilderness Technical Supplement 
contains the following, and this comes right out of 
the paragraph. "All these imprints are minor, few 
in number and widely distributed. They do not 
detract from the overall high quality natural state 
exhibited." “Contained in Chapter 2, “Description of 
the Alternatives and Summary of Hip apn of the 
draft wilderness EIS on Bull Canyon, Willow Creek 
and the Skull Creek Wilderness areas, it is either 
stated or implied that activities and imprints by 
man in developing private lands, homesteads, range 
improvements, past seismic activity and BLM roads 
are capable of natural revegetation to the point of 


being substantially unnoticeable. However, in other 
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talking about private and state you've identified 
for acquisition. In a recent article in the Western 
Livestock Journal a New Mexico land exchange 
official feels that the formula developed by the 
University of Wisconsin for arriving at the value of 
land for aesthetic purposes will increase the value 
of this land five to ten times over the normal 
comparable sales approaches, My question number 
three then is does the BLM have the necessary 
financial resources to fulfill their recommendations 
under this doctrine. If this land is not acquired, 
what impacts will that have on the values of these 
three wilderness study areas as mentioned above? 
We've got 320 acres right square in the middle of 
C-18 


The CCA feels very strong that public 


the Bull Canyon. 


input is necessary to this wilderness process. 
Since the authors of this document have chosen to 
utilize the data provided by the Colorado Division 
of Wildlife in those sections of the document 
pertaining to wildlife. Were the effected grazing 
permitees, off-road vehicle users, oil and gas 
lessees and mineral and timber aevitapaent companies 


given the opportunity to include their analysis of 


the wilderness area impacts on their respective 
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paragraphs of these same documents the authors 
maintain that range improvements and mineral 
developments that benefits livestock and wildlife 


alike as well as off-road vehicle use which could 




















occur could affect the naturalness and solitude to > 
the point that they would be lost. Without further) 
qualifications of the above-cited statements the 
only conclusion I can draw from the cited statement) 
is that man's impact on naturalness and solitude 
remain undefined and that the wilderness is one -a 
what is wilderness to one is not necessarily 
wilderness to another. C- 
My specific comments on the Bull canyean 
Willow Creek and Skull Creek Wilderness Study aremn 
and also on the Platte River: Number one, land 
acquisition is recommended in the Bull Canyon, 
Willow Creek and Skull Creek. Has a takings 
assessment been done to comply with Executive order: 


12630? Number two, has the BLM's ability to 





the recommended property be affected by the federal 
land exchange facilitation action which is now 
before Congress. This legislation contains languag 
that recognizes the wilderness and aesthetic values: 


you have identified in these parcels of land. ra 


operations in the draft document as was the Divisior 
of Wildlife? CCA certainly supports the author's 
observations that range improvement projects benef 


wildlife as well as livestock; however, we do noma 


necessary agree that these projects or mineral 


Wy 
| 
: 


development displace wildlife and ask for 
a 


substantiation of this displacement of wildlife to 

be noted in the previous cited wilderness document 
The CCA is very concerned at what 

| 


appears to be an attempt to expand the boundaries of) 
x . 


the three wilderness study areas mentioned earlicml 


of adjacent Colorado state lands. The Colorado 
Cattlemen agrees with the authors that the 
designation of these wilderness areas would not help 


the balance of the geographic distribution of the 


existing wilderness areas within 200 miles. That 





comes right out of your document, especially since 
all these areas: are located about seven miles south 
of the 240,000-acre Dinosaur National Monument which 
is already administratively endorsed as wilderness 
and is representative of the Rocky Mountain forest, 


juniper and pinon ecosystem. Furthermore, there 
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are, according to the Wilderness Technical 

Supplement, 15 wilderness areas in Utah totaling 

some 1,840,520 acres and 25 existing wilderness 

areas in Colorado totaling 2,663,734 acres within 

one day's driving time of standard metropolitan 
statistical areas. C-21 

Ne concerns the Platte River Contiguous, 
the CCA's concern with this wilderness study area is 
in this time of shrinking federal budgets, can the 
BLM effectively and efficiently administer a 
wilderness area of only 30 acres? We feel that the 
existing 23,000 acres of Platte River wilderness 
area already adequately protects the existing 
wilderness values. When one talks of viewscapes, 
are we again raising the idea of buffer zones and, 
if so, where do we stop? 

The Colorado Cattlemen will also, along 
with this will also submit to you a written comments 
by the 12th of January. If I may now, sir, take 
some time to speak on my own behalf. 

MR. PORTER: If you wouldn't mind, I'd 
like to ask the panel first if they have any 
questions of the speaker at this point based on his 
CCA testimony. 


DAVID COOPER: Not at this point. 
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members here, as defined in the 1964 Wilderness Act, 
is an area untrammeled by man where man himself is a 
visitor who does not remain. Wilderness designation 
for Moffat County land would mean that the land 
remain in a primitive state. This means that, among 
other restrictions, it would ban roads, vehicles and 
power tools. Access is by foot and horseback only, 
and these activities are restricted. Example as to 
how many horses. Gradually public access and C-23 
visitor use Youla almost entirely be eliminated. 


C-24 


Oil, gas and other mineral development vital to the 


tax base and economy of Moffat County would be | 


eliminated in these wilderness designated areas. 
Water rights and grazing rights would be in C-25 
jeopardy. Moffat County along with people who °C: 26 
private land, grazing rights, mining claims, leases, 
permits and other equity interest adjacent to the 
boundaries of these federal wilderness areas in 
Moffat County could find their interest in jeopardy. 
As an example, through expansion of the wilderness 

by condemnation or other means as other areas for 
wilderness expansion are already being studied for 
Moffat County. As an example, large parts of 


Dinosaur National Monument and adjacent areas to the 


north of Dinosaur Monument. Thia expansion of 
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MR. PORTER: Okay. Would you mind if I 
called you back for your own comments for the record 
after I go through the other speakers? 

MR. DICKINSON: That would be fine. 

MR. PORTER: Thank you. Holmes 
Shefstead. C- 

HOLMES SHEFSTEAD: I'm Holme Shefstead, a 
595 Barclay, Box 608, Craig, Colorado. 

I'm speaking in objection to any 
wilderness designation in Moffat County, Colorado, 
specifically the area under consideration for 
wilderness designation between Dinosaur National 
Monument and Highway 40 by the Bureau of Land 
Management. The job of the Bureau of Land 
Management when it was founded in 1946 was primarily 
to manage grazing and other commercial development 
on public lands in the west. Working toward 
responsible multiple use and recreation is the 
responsibility of the BLM. This responsibility 
cannot be accomplished through wilderness 
designation. The criteria used by the BLM are not 
present for wilderness designation of land in Moffat 
County when this designation could very well bring 
about the following results. Definition of 


wilderness as repeated earlier by one of your panel 
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C-27 


wilderness designation could very well eliminate 
available water rights for future dams or reservoirs 
in Moffat County. There are already 1.4 million 
acres of wilderness designated by Congress for C-28 
Colorado with BLM studying 800,000 acres more for 
wilderness designation in addition to 750,000 acres 
being studied by the Forest Service for wilderness 
designation for Colorado, and the federal government 
is pushing for more. How much is enough? At the 
Present time there are about 123,000,000 acres more 
under study for possible wilderness designation. 


I think it should be obvious that we don't any more 


government control in Moffat County. Whoever 
controls the land controls the people. Let's 
control our land in Moffat County through C-29 
responsible, multiple use land management. Moffat 


County will have no say on control of wilderness 
designated land in Moffat County. Thank you. 

MR. PORTER: Thank you, Holmes, Guy 
Shefstead,. 

GUY SHEFSTEAD: My name is Guy C-30 
Shefstead, I live at 595 Barclay. I'm opposed to 
wilderness areas. I think that on an overall basis 
they can, from what I've studied, they could be -- 


it could be fraudulent. We find that with the 
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Wilderness Act and the wild and scenic rivers and 
the endangered species, we find throughout all these 
things that the economy is wrecked, becomes wrecked. 
Individual economic well-being becomes history, and 
the environment is destroyed. There's a lot of 
damage done to the environinnent, and I've got all 
kinds of stuff in my files on that for anybody that 
would like to read about it. When you create a 
wilderness it's closed down, and your typical 
wilderness set-up is that you have no vehicles. You 
have -- if you're going to go in, you have to walk 
in, no radios. You can't pick up any rocks. You 
can't cut any wood. You can't build a fire. You're 
just there and then you leave. So the economic 
factors are lost. Individual economic well-being is 
destroyed, and the environment is damaged, and we 


have a lot of -- there are a lot of wilderness areas 


C-31 


being studied for Moffat County. Here's just part 
of it right here. All of this has already been 
studied up here north of the monument. This is what 
we're talking about today, and the overall course of 
things those that with these areas, this is being 
studied as wilderness. All of the monument is being 
studied as wilderness by the National Park Service. 


The whole area is under, has been proposed to be 
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multiple use, and the public lands do belong to the 
public and not to the Sierra Club and all that. 
Thank you. 

MR. PORTER: Thank you, Guy. Tom 
Beechman. 

TOM BEECHMAN: I live at 289 Pinon, 
Craig. Cc 32 
When I look at what's on the maps here 
and I see this is what has been considered as 
fitting the criteria for wilderness designation, it 
seems like a pretty humble representation, and it's 
amazing to me coming from Moffat County that this is 
it. This is what fits the criteria. In 
consideration of that fact, I think it makes it that 
much more imperative that we preserve what little is 
left that fits this category of wilderness 
designation. So I would be in favor of whatever 
could be preserved be done so. 

I can't understand why there's this 
problem with preservation. It's a concept that's 
been around for a long time. People preserve what 
they hold near and dear. People like to preserve 
these things like their capital assets, the momentos 
of their family. We like to hold onto things that 


we hold as valuable, precious, dear to us. Well, 
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expanded, and this is by the environmental outfit 
called the National Parks and Conservation 
Association, and their proposal is to expand the 


park, expand the monument. This is where the 















monument is now, and they want to expand it by 300 } 
and some odd thousand acres, which will take in all | 
the previous designated wilderness areas. This igs 
where we're studying for it right now. This has 
already been studied here, and this takes it all in) 
and increases the monument size by 300 and some odd | 
acres, 300 and some odd thousand acres, takes it an 
right down to Highway 40. That's an economic loss, 
That means a tax base loss. That means individual 
people will lose their property because we have to 
remember, the Park Service has already evicted oval 
100,000 people, and they're not going to be slowed 
down by the ranchers that live down there or anybody, 
else that happens to own property in that area. sok 
I would hope that the whole wilderness situation 1 
would come to an end and we'd have wise multiple a | 
use. If there's damage being done, that's a problen, 
with management. That doesn't have anything to ag 

q 
with just throwing up our hands and giving it 211 


fed gov because we don't have guts to take care of | 


Fer Let's manage the land. Let's have wise 


this concept, if this is a valid concept what would 


a small parcel, a small portion in the way it has 


been from time immemorial? I realize it's going 


leave the impact of man to a minimum, That's all 
have to say. 

MR. PORTER: Okay, thank you. 

MR. GOODENOW: You presented a map 
earlier. Did you want to enter that into the 
record? 

HOLMES SHEFSTEAD: That's the one you 
gave me. 

MR. GOODENOW: The Xerox of the Park 
Service map, the park expansion, If you'd like it 
entered into the record if you would give it to our | 
court reporter, 

HOLMES SHEFSTEAD; Oh, yeah. 

MR. PORTER: Do we have any other 
individuals besides Mr. Dickinson who would like i 
present testimony this evening? At this point ve 


q 
have gone through everyone who signed the register 
so if you will come up and state your name and 
address clearly. 


LEEKA SHERIDAN: Leeka Sheridan with 
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Three Springs Ranch. 

MR. GOODENOW: If you'd state your 
mailing address we'll add you to our list. 

MS. SHERIDAN: 28507 Highway 40, 
C-33 
Dinosaur. I was on the list earlier, but I wanted 
to listen to some comments before I testified. 

I am against additional wilderness 
designation. We have lots. People here, I've 
listened to those that are for it, and they talk as 
though there aren't any wilderness designations. 
There are wilderness designations. We're not just 
talking about these here. Wirth has how many 
hundreds of thousands of acres that he wants to 
designate as wilderness areas? A lot of them are in 
this county. You talk about consuming. We need to 
take the responsibility on consuming on ourselves. 
One of the problems is reproduction. Are we going 
to start mandatory birth control so that we don't 
produce any more United States citizens, so we don't 
use any more tena because we want to designate it as 
wilderness. We have to think about what, where are 
our children going to live. If we keep reproducing 
children, where are they going to live if we 


designate all the land for wilderness? 


The discrimination. We are 
43 
Moffat County has designated as wilderness. She's 
going only by this section here. She's not counting 


Wirth's amount. What percentage is that? 

TERRY GUTIERREZ: That one percent was 
speaking of the one percent of (inaudible). 

LEEKA SHERIDAN: Right, but what percent 
is included in Wirth's -- 

MR. PORTER: Excuse me, for the purpose 
of our hearing here I'd like to just keep it for 
your testimony for the record, and we have her 
testimony on the record. So the purpose isn't to 
debate the issue right now. It's to take your 
testimony for the record. So I'd appreciate it if 
you would just state what you want to state for the 
record at this time. 

LEEKA SHERIDAN: I state that we have 
more than one percent being designated as 
wilderness. Ranchers preserve what is near and dear 
to them. They preserve the grazing lands. We had 
one speaker discuss the preservation. The grazing 
lands are important to us. They're our livelihood. 
If we don't preserve them and take care of them we 
can't make a living, and if we can't make a living 
the tax base and the economy in Moffat County drops 


and we have more families on welfare and more 
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discriminating against the elderly and the 
handicapped when you take away any type of motorized 
vehicle. Is that fair to them because a few want to 
designate wilderness so that no one can get into it 
except by foot or by horseback? I think we need to 
think about those people and their rights. 

The regulations on the wilderness areas 
are administered by humans who have differing 
personalities, You may come across one BLM 
representative that may work with you. You'll have 
a personality conflict with another who will say 
absolutely no, you can't go in and you can't fix 
this spring or you can't go in and you can't fix 
this fence. Who's to regulate human personalities? 
I discussed quite openly with the BLM 
representatives here tonight earlier before the 
meeting started about going in and fixing. Are we 
allowed? They said there are exceptions to the 
rules. When you get exceptions to the rules you no 
longer have wilderness designation. If they're 
going to make an exception to the rule and allow a 
backhoe to go in and repair a spring, where's the 
wilderness designation? It's gone because you've 
got motorized vehicles. You've got humans in there 


doing work. One stated that one percent is all that 
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families needing state aid. You have to consider 
who you put out of work when you start taking away 
lands and taking away uses of the multiple use 
lands. I think we need to think about other people 
and not just our own feelings. Thank you. 

MR. PORTER: Okay, thank you, Lisa. Is 
there anyone else who would like to present 
testimony? Let me have the gentleman in the rear 
first, please. C-34 

JOHN ARMIGER: My name is John Armiger 
from Steamboat Springs representing the Northwest 
River Alliance, and we are in favor of these 
wilderness areas. Thank you. 

MR. PORTER: Okay, thank you. Yes. 

BOB ARAMBEL: My name is Bob Arambe1. C739 
My mailing address is 1283, Box 1283, Craig, 
Colorado. First of all, I'd like to thank you 
fellow for giving us a chance to comment on this. I 
feel that it's real important, myself being a 
rancher and serving on several boards here locally 
that have a lot to do with stewardship of the 
ground. We do have a lot of concerns, TREC ts 
spend an awful lot of time, about 30 percent of my 
time, in fact, trying to do what's best for public 


lands. Rather than comment on a lot of the problems 
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and there's quite a few, but I'm sure that they'll 
all be worked out as far as the draft EIS is 
concerned, and citing a lot of figures that Mr. 
Dickenson brought up, which was extremely concise, I 
might add. 

I'm going to say briefly that lease 
permitees, ranchers ourselves are extremely 
controlled under multiple use. I can you that we 
don't even -- you know, we can't turn around out 
there without having two different agencies 
breathing down our neck. I'm sure that there's 
probably been some problems with, you know, over- 
grazing in the past. I know that we certainly wear 
the black hats here as far as -- I'm not going to 
use the word environmentalist, but certainly the 
Sierra Club and people like that that are concerned 
just like we are but have a little different 
philosophy about how we approach the use of public 
lands. I can tell you that, again, we are closely 
controlled and we do our absolute best because 
that's how we make our livelihood. Personally, we 
have over 40 percent of what we use is public land, 
and if we destroy that or happen to do something 
that's not quite right, it affects us just as much 


as it does anybody else. I think that we probably, 
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The best way to administer this is under 
multiple use because the people are already there. 
You're not going to boot them out of these places 
and then, you know, tell them to come back but 
you're under extreme control. Look up multiple use. 

I mean we are already. They control us right and 
left when we come in on those kind of things. So I 
would say it would be better to leave it controlled 
under multiple use. It's a system that's in place. 
It seems to work fairly well. Sure, it's got its 
problems, but wilderness has got its problems too, 
and without going into detail I'll just say that, 
you know, multiple use may not be the best of all 
possible worlds, but it's probably the most 
workable. Thank you. 

MR. PORTER: Okay, thank you, Bob. 
Anyone else like to present testimony for the 
record. 

HOLMES SHEFSTEAD: I just forgot, my 
correct mailing address is Box 608. I think I said 
595 Barclay. 

MR. PORTER: Okay. Did you get that? 

HOLMES SHEFSTEAD: And I'd like to also 
mention too that we have -- there are roughly 3 


billion acres under the wilderness system now 
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from my perspective, have plenty of wilderness right 
now. There's, like Wright said, there's plenty of 
it that's plenty close to major metropolitan areas 
that, I can't say that they probably go unused or 
overused, but I think the additional wilderness is 
going to be, first of all, hard to administer. 
They're going to have to go beating on all these 
people that go out there with motor bikes or having 
to cross some of these places, and logistically it 
would be hard. Pretty much what they're pointing 
out here would be probably construed as buffer zones 
by some people that don't want to call it 
wilderness. I really, with over 3 million acres, 
BLM here in Moffat County, you know, there's plenty 
of places that I've seen out there in the middle of 
Sandwash that people have tromped over in a lot of 
places. You get two draws over and there hasn't 
been anything but wild horses there. It kind of 
depends on what a person wants to see. It's going 
to be extremely hard to go into a place that hasn't 
already been impacted by man, and I'm agreeing with 


you. You know, I mean we've been all over this 





country and there's a few places maybe that we 
haven't been crossed over, but there's not a whole 


lot of them. 
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throughout the United States, and that's got to be 
at least a billion acres beyond wild and scenic 


C-36. 


MR. PORTER: Okay, thank you. Mr. 


wonders. 


Dickinson. 

T. WRIGHT DICKINSON: Will be the same 
address. At this time I'd like to just make my own 
personal observations. I'm a fourth generation 
rancher in Moffat County. I'm opposed to all the 
wilderness study areas in Moffat County for this 
reason, I'm opposed to discrimination against 
various segments in our society. I feel that to 
lock a piece of ground up for the sole use of one 
Qroup of people is inappropriate in a public land 
situation. Contrary to some of the statements here 
tonight, there's an article in the July IJrd issue of 
the US News and World Report on battle for the 
wilderness. In that it said over the last ten years 
there has been a decrease in visitations to 
wilderness areas from a high of 2.4 million ten 
years ago to 1.2 million, I believe it is, in that 
ten-year time. Our population is getting older. We 
have to consider that there's a lot of these -- 
there's a lot of elderly people and handicapped 


people that can't get back into some of these areas 
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and, yes, there are some unique areas and, yes, we 
can protect them under multiple use because we have 
the guidelines. I think that people are miaguiges 
when they feel that they're going to preserve these 
lands forever and ever and future generations by 
locking it up. That's not what you're doing. 

You're not talking about preservation of the ground. 
You're talking about excluding people. And we were 
put on this earth to utilize it and to manage it and 
to take care of it, and we've screwed up in the 
past. Hell, we're all human, but how can you 
adequately have a wilderness area with 320 acres of 
private property in the Bull Canyon and trails. 
There are old homesteads. There are fences that 
have been put in, and you tell me these are imprints 
by man that are not going to be noticeable, and yet 
you say that if we don't lock this up and the 
wilderness is protected man's going to destroy it. 

I was very encouraged by you fellows’ 
observation in the report showing the good range 
condition in all of these wilderness study areas. 
The range condition was high in every one of them, 
and I think that shows very good stewardship of the 
operations in those areas. 


The other point I‘d like to make is that 


ahi 


never in my life done a non-essential range 
improvement, and those range improvements have 
benefited wildlife as well as the recreationalist as 
well as the livestock. 

It's interesting to note that the 
Troublesome and Windy Gulch areas are surrounded by 
private land. The biggest problem you've got is 
access, getting into it, and yet you want to lock 


them up, and you've recommended, and you've 


recommended not, that those shouldn't be. In the 
Troublesome area -- I talked to a rancher last 
night. There's a road that goes from the northeast 


corner of that private ground up to that big 
reservoir in the forest. The only way to get their 
salt back up into their forest is to go up through 
that road. Otherwise, he's got to come clear back 
around through Rand to get back down into it. We 
have extreme numbers of big game animals in the 
Kremmling area as well as a lot of these other 
areas. We've got take active management, and what 
we're talking about here is no management versus 
active management. I think we should come down on 
the side of active management. 

MR. PORTER: Thank you. At this point 


is there anyone present who would like to present 
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I don't feel that wildlife can be adequately 
administered under a wilderness preservation system. 
These hunters can't get back in there in some of 
these instances to kill an animal way back in there. 
How are they going to get him out? What we've done 
over the last past century is taken out the highs 
and lows of Mother Nature, and we are now supporting 
a higher level of wildlife populations and uses on 
these grounds, and what you're seeking to do is to 
back to the highs and lows of Mother Nature, and for 
some of those of you that don't live with it every 
day like I do, Mother Nature is a very cruel gal, 
and you're going to have large swings in 
populations. You're going to have large swings in 
habitat due to large swings in populations. Tr don’t 
feel that this wilderness preservation system is the 
way to approach the problem, and I think it's 
discriminatory, first and foremost. I'm opposed to 
all the wilderness designation of any of these areas 
as wilderness because man has been there. Man has 
taken good care of them, and man will continue to 
take good care of them. The pre-existing rights 
that are in there need -- there's isnt aj-—Phitake 
exception in your study where it says non-essential 


range improvements will be taken out. Well, we have 
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testimony that has not had an opportunity? 

JUDY BEARD: I'd like to read a 
statement by Carl Kent. 

MR. PORTER: Okay. What I'd like to do, 
Judy, is give you an opportunity, everyone here to 
add to your testimony if you would like to do that, 
and in doing that would you please come up front as 
we did before and I'll recognize you as such, and 
then your testimony will go into our record. Would 
you like to do that, Judy? 

JUDY BEARD: Sure. 

MR. PORTER: Okay. 

JUDY BEARD: When we found out about C-37 
this meeting we called Carl Kent because his land 
surrounds the Bull Canyon area, and he's a 
knowledgeable and conscientious person. He's a 
long-time rancher in the area and, unfortunately, he 
was not able to be here tonight. He had a previous 
commitment that he could not give up, but he had 
some thoughts that actually Wright and Arambel have 
addressed, which I'm not going to repeat. 
Incidentally, Carl Kent as to do with the K Ranch 
that's Box 208, Dinosaur 81610. This is what Carl 
said to me. It's interesting to him that tax money 


is being used in the United States to buy up private 
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land to protect it for different reasons, and we're 
talking about protection here. Carl was thinking 
about an instance in either Arizona or New Mexico. 

I have actually, unfortunately spaced it. Where the 
masked bobwhite quail has been surviving on two 
large ranches for a long time, and that's about the 
extent of its habitat. The people who have taken it 
upon themselves, the responsibility to protect 
species got all busy with fund raising and drives 
and so forth, public meetings and what-not, and one 
of these ranches has been purchased for a mere nine 
million dollars, taken off the tax rolls, taken out 
of production to protect a species who Le cehaeitis 
already been protected on that ranch. Okay, that's 
just an example. It doesn't have anything to do 
with what we're doing here except that it's 
interesting that U.S. taxes are being used to 
stimulate democracy in third world countries and 
here at home we're using that tax money to act like 
socialists, to take production out of production and 
to put in government hands. I think we need to 

think about -- protection has a lofty ring to it .C738 
That's why all of you people are so caring. You 

cared enough to come out in the cold tonight to be 


here to talk up protection for this beautiful land. 
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us environmentalists or ecologists or whatever, have 
kind of a polarization because to me they're after 
the same thing. They love the land. They want to 
take care of it. They care about wise stewardship, 
nurturing and making better what they have, and yet 
they're polarized. And they want the same thing, 
really. It's crazy. You know, we all come up here, 
the agricultural community, and say let's share, 
let's treat each other like neighbors and people 
living in the same community should, and then the 
environmentalist comes up pretty much saying the 
same thing. I just wanted to say personally because 
I probably won't have a chance to talk to some of 
the people who has a different opinion than my own, 
but I'd like to do that. 

I guess I call myself an 
environmentalist. All that means to me is that I'm 
Smart enough not to pee in the middle of the living 
room, and I beliuve sending it down to a sewer 
treatment plant for a little working-over before it 
goes out in the environment, Maybe that's an 
cnviironmentalteey you know. It's not anything too 
unusual. It's just using your head and trying to 


get all the facts and figures together about what's 


going on with our country, but I wanted to assure 
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We've got a lot of land in Colorado, in the United 
States protected. Limit it. Thanks. 

MR. PORTER: Okay, thank you. Would 
anyone else like to add to your statement for this 
evening? Yes. 

TERRY GUTIERREZ: I would like to say 
I'm totally appreciative of Bob Arambel's 
presentation and the way you presented it. And it' 
neat -- that's a nice perspective and I will 
consider that in the future, and I would also like 
to say that a lot of times in a lot of these 
meetings there are a lot of reasons to get up and 
protest, and I know it's your livelihood, but you 
ranchers have, I don't know, a thousand to 20,000 
It can range anywhere into that, and you 


acres. 


have that open space, and that's what we're looking | | 





for, for those people that don't have those ranches. | 
Thank you. 
MR. PORTER: Thank you. Anyone else 
like to add to their testimony? Okay. C-4¢ 
MIKE FRAZIER: Mike Frazier. I'm kind | 
of a rambler and I love to talk, I guess, but 
forgive me. It amazes me, it's always amazed me, I 


just can't understand it, that to me that the 


agricultural community and the, if you want to lump 
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those who have a different opinion than my own on 
wilderness and how to protect the land that I very 
much believe in sharing and caring and compromise 
and looking at the other person's point of view, and | 
I've always had as great deal of admiration and a 
certain amount of envy, I guess, for a person who 
has grown up on a ranch, a farm and has an 
agricultural lifestyle because I think they're the 
best part of this country, the best part of the 
United States, and I just want you to know that as 
an environmentalist I really like you guys, and it's 
a good thing you're around because I'd hate to see 
it if it was all cities and all the problems and 


lack of values and all of that that go along with 





with cities. You guys kind of keep us in the right 
track sometimes, but I guess it's a matter of pro- 
portion. How much can we afford to have as 
wilderness? How much can we afford to have as 
multiple use? And, you know, it's up to others to 
decide that, but I guess we're all here to give our 
opinions, but you in the agricultural community, I 
want you to know that I think most environmentalist 
really respect your livelihoods and what you stand 


for, especially those that care about the land and 


try to do their best and keep it in good condition. 
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Thank you. 

MR. PORTER: Thanks, Mike. Any other 
formal comments for the hearing record at this time? 

HOLMES SHEFSTEAD: I would like to ot 
this for the record, this pamphlet, and Amen, Mike. 
I would encourage all of you, whether you're pro or 
con on wilderness to contact this outfit. It's the 
Wilderness Impact Research Foundation, 555 Sixth 
Street, Elko, Nevada, 89801, Phone number 702-738- 
2009, They have five national syndicated television 
programs on wilderness as well as some others. They 
have about, I think there's about six or eight 
video tapes. They cost about 15 bucks apiece. 
They're excellent videos. They talk about 
everybody's side. I think that if behooves all of 
us no matter what side of the aisle we're on to look 
at the other. guy's point of view, and I think these 
people have done an excellent job of doing it. I 
would encourage you to get those videos. 

MR. PORTER: Okay, thank you. You may 
want to get with him after and get that information 
if you would like. Is there anything else for the 
official record this evening? Okay, will you come 


up, please. C-42 


LEEKA SHERIDAN: I'd like to comment on 
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have. We do appreciate your comments. They are 
useful to us, and I do want to remind you also that 
these, the panel will be here after the hearing to 
answer any questions which you might have. 

I thank you again for attending, and 


this hearing is now adjourned. 
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1 the remark about the ranchers have all this land and 
2 the people who are for the wilderness designation 

3 would like to have just some of this land, to be out 
4 in the nowhere without anybody around. We have 


5 people from Washington, D.C. come out to spend their 


6 vacations on our ranch. I gave at least 150 hunter 
a permission cards this hunting season for out-of- 

8 staters to hunt on our ranch. That's private land 
9 that we allowed these people to come out and be 


10 tuned into the wilderness. I don't think the 


11 ranchers are locking up the land. We're willing to 


12 share it with everyone. We're trying to make a 
13 living and provide for the consumers that consume. 
14 Ranching doesn't just provide meat for people to 


15 eat. It provides plastics. It provides the by- 


16 products that come from the ranching industry, 


a7: provides any number of things that we use every day 
18 in our lives, and we have to remember that we're not 
19 against the wilderness. We're against locking the 


20 land up. Thank you. 


21 MR. PORTER: Okay, thank you, Lisa. 
22 On behalf of the Bureau of Land Management I want to 
23 thank you folks for taking your time this evening to 
24 come over and give us your testimony and participate 
a5 in the wilderness and planning process which we 


TO: WILDERNESS EIS PROJECT MANAGER 
FROM: T. WRIGHT DICKINSON , FEDERAL LANDS COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN, 
COLORADO CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION 


RE: COLORADO CATTLEMEN'S COMMENTS ON CRAIG DISTRICT DRAFT 
WILDERNESS EIS 


Gentlemen, I appreciate the opportunity to comment orally 
on the Draft Wilderness EIS. My association represents more than 
2300 cattlemen from across the state of Colo. The Colorado cattle 
industry's cash receipts from the sale of cattle and calves alone, 
contribute almost $2 Billion dollars to the economy of the state of 
Colorado and it's local communities 

The Colorado Cattlemen's Association has always been a 
strong supporter of individual rights and multiple use of our 
public lands. Additionally, we are very encouraged and very sup- 
portive of your decision to recommend that the Oil Spring, Black 
Mountain, Windy Gulch, and Troublesome Wilderness study areas 
not be designated wilderness areas. 

Although, we have several remaining concerns about the other 
alternatives discussed for these areas in the Draft EIS, most of 
my comments will be directed towards the three areas that you 
recommend for wilderness designation. These three -areas are 
Bull Canyon, Wiliow Creek, and Skull Creek. 

My first. comments are in regard to a general observation 
and some conclusions that the CCA membership has drawn from this 
Draft EIS document, the Wilderness Technical Supplement to the 
Little Snake Resource Area RMP, and proposed wilderness areas 
in Colorado Headwaters, as well as, the National Wilderness 
Preservation System , in general. 

In previous testimony in field hearings, and before congres- 
sional committces, the Colorado Cattlemen have supported a plan 
negotiated by, the Water Rights Negotiating Team for Senators 


Armstrong and Wirth. We are especially supportive of the part 
of the plan that relates to downstream wilderness areas ({i.e. 


the BLM Wilderneas Areas), that no _ wilderness water rights be 
des ated. 
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The Colorado Cattlemen's Association has called for a com- 
plete and detailed social and economic study to determine what 
the impacts have been on the local communities near existing 
Wilderness Areas, before any further wilderness action is taken. 


We feel that the citizens,in and around, these local communities, 
near wilderness study areas, have the riqht to know what the pos- 


sible financial and social impacts , on them could be when areas 


iround their communities are desiqnated wilderness. 
We feel the Draft Wilderness EIS and the Wilderness Technical ' 


Supplement the Little Snake Resource Management Plan, do not_ ade- 
quately nor accurately address the issue of impacts caused by or | 
a8 a result of: 1) aquisition of private and state land recommended | 
in these documents, 2) the ability of pre-existing permits and 
leases to conduct on going Operations, 3) the ability for the han- 
dicapped and elderly people to experience,that which these wWil- 
derness areas purport to protect. 
A observation is made of the statements, contained in the 
Wilderness Technical Supplement to the Little Snake Resource Area 
RMP and the Draft Wilderness EIS. For instance, page 3-34 of the 
Wilderness Technical Supplement (WTS) contains the following "all 
these imprints are minor, few in number and widely distributed", 
“they do not detract from the overall high quality natural state 
exhibited". : | 
Contained in chapter 2, "Description of the Alternatives 
and Summary of Impacts", of the Draft Wilderness EIS, on Bull 
Canyon, Willow Creek, and Skull Creek Wilderness Study Areas, 
it is either stated or implied,that activities and imprints by 
man in developing private lands, range improvements, past seismic 
activity and BLM roads, are capable of natural revegetation to 
the point of being Substantially unnoticeable. 
However, in other Paragraphs, of these same documents, the 
authors maintain that range improvements and mineral developments 
that benefits livestock and wildlife alike,as well as, 
vehicle use which could occur, : 


off road 
could affect the naturalness and 
solitude to the point that they would be lost. Without further 
qualification of the above cited Statements, the only conclusions 

I can draw from the cited statements is that man's impacts on natu- 


ralness and solitude remain undefined, and that wilderness to one 
is not necessarily wilderness to another. 


7. ‘The CCA is very concerned at what appears to be an attempt 
to expand the boundaries of the three Wilderness Study Areas, 
‘mentioned earlier, from the boundaries that identified,in 


1980, by proposing aquisition of adjacent Colorado State 


Trust Land. 


8. The CCA agrees with the authors that designation of these 
wilderness areas would not help the balance of the geographic 
distribution of wilderness, due to the proximity of the po- 
tential and existing wildernes areas within 200 miles. 
Especially, since all these areas are located about 7 miles 


south of the 240,000 acre Dinosaur National Monument, which 


is already administratively endorsed as wilderness, and is 
representative of the Rocky Mountain Forest, Juniper-Pinyon 


Ecosystem. Furthermore, there are,according to the Wilderness 
Technical Supplement, ttt er rata areas in Utah, totaling 
some 1,840,520 acres and 29° Wilderness areas in Colorado 
totaling 2,663,734 acres within one days driving time of 
standard metropolitan statistical areas 

9. Platte River Contiguous 
The CCA concern with the Platte River Contiguous Wilderness 

in this time of shrinking 

federal budgets, can the BLM affectively and effeciently 
administer a wilderness area of only thirty acres? We feel 
that the existing 23,000 acre Platte River Wilderness al- 


ready adequately protects the existing wilderness values. 


When one talks of viewscapes are we again raising the ideas 
of buffer zones and , if so, where do we stop? 


area stems from the fact that , 
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Specific comments on the Bull Canyon, Willow Creek and Skull 
Creek Wilderness Study Areas? 


1. Land aquisition is recommended for Bull Canyon, Willow Creel 
and Skull Creek. 
with executive order 126307 


L 


Has a takings assessment been done to ca 





2. How will the BLM'a ability to purchase the recommended pra 
perty be affected by the Federal land exchange facilitation 


action, which is now before congress. This legislation con 


— 


tains language that recognizes the wilderness and aesthetic 
values you have identified in these parcels of land. 

In a recent article in the Western Livestock Journal, a New 
Mexico Land Exchange Official feels that the formula develo 
by the University of Wisconsin, for arriving at the value 0 


land, for aesthetic purposes will increase the valve of thi : 


land five to ten times over the normal comparable sales ap-|| 
proaches. 


3. Does the BLM have the necessary financial resource to fulfil] 


their recommendation? q L 


4. If this land is not aquired what impacts will that have on 
values of these three wilderness study areas mentioned abo 
5. The CCA feels very strong that public input is very necessary 
to this wilderness process. Since the authors.of this doc “ii 
ment have chosen to utilize the data provided by the Colo. | f 
Division of Wildlife, in those sections of the documents pel 
taining to wlidlife. 
; 
' 
\ 
| 
) 
U 
! 
\ 
} 


Were the affected grazing permittees, 
Venicle users, oil and gas leasees, 


J 
and mineral and timber 
development, given the opportunity to include their analysis 
of the wilderness area impacts on their respective operation 
in the draft document as the division of wildlife was? {i 
6. CCA certainly supports the author's observations that range {i} 
improvement projects benefit wildlife, as well as, livestaaaay 
However, we do not necessarily agree that these projects or ik 
mineral development displace wildlife and ask for substantia 
of this displacement of wildlife to be noted in the previous 
cited Wilderness Documents. | 
| it 


MoFFAT County COMMISSIONERS 
221 W. Vicrory Way 
Crate, CO 81625 | 


| 


<a 


I 





NovemBer 28, 1989 


q 
Dear Tom MATHERS, Tom LeFevre, AND DEAN VISINTAINER: | 
| 
As A 71 YEAR RESIDENT OF MoFFAT County, I wouLD LIKE 
MY SUPPORT OF THE PROPOSED WILDERNESS DESIGNATION OF BULL CANYON, 
WILLOW AND Skutt CREEKS LocATeD IN MoFFAT County. THE TOTAL 
ACREAGE AFFECTED = 38,885 COMPARED To THE 3,309,079 TOTAL ACRES 


IN MoFFaT County. THIS 1S A MERE 1% OF ALL OF MOFFAT County THAT | 
WE'RE LOOKING AT PRESERVING FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS. oR 


TO EXPRESS 


IN A DAY AND AGE WHERE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 1S OFTEN AN INCESSANT 

OBSESSION, I THINK 17'S TIME WE CONSIDER OTHER VIABLE ALTERNATIVES 
TO ENHANCE OUR ECONOMY. TOURISM IS AND HAS ALWAYS BEEN A LARGE Wy 
PART OF COLORADO'S ECONOMIC BASE. r 
SOME OF THE MOST PRISTINE AND INHERENTLY SPECTACULAR LANDSCAPES 
IN THE COUNTRY. THOUGH MUCH OF MOFFAT COUNTY IS RANCH LAND OR LAND |) 
USED FOR COAL AND GAS EXPLORATION, WE TOO BOAST SOME UNIQUELY 
BEAUTIFUL AREAS. Butt CANYON, WILLow Creek, AND SkULL CREEK FALL | 


INTO THIS CATEGORY AND ARE THEREFORE WORTH PRESERVING IN THEIR 4 
NATURAL STATE. 


| 
q 
i 


WHy? Because Cotorapo Boasts 


| 
“ an) 


UNDER CURRENT RECOMMENDATIONS 


BY THE BLM AS A RESULT OF THE DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 


(DEIS), GRAZING WOULD REMAIN AT 
CURRENT LEVELS IN ALL THREE STUDY AREAS, BUT NO MINERAL OR GAS 
DEVELOPMENT WOULD BE ALLOWED. I$ IT TOO MUCH TO ASK THAT ON A J 
MEAGER 1% OF TOTAL MOFFAT COUNTY ACREAGE, NO MINERAL OR GAS 4 
DEVELOPMENT IS ALLOWED? : 
A) 
I ASK YOU TO SERIOUSLY CONSIDER SUPPORTING 
FOR THIS INCREDIBLY SMALL AMOUNT OF LAND , | 


As ELECTED OFFICIALS, 
THE WILDERNESS OPTION 
IN MoFFAT County! 
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@ Pa ANE é 13 


US Department Peet Ay Colorade Division 
of Transportation reals 3 ‘vi 555 Zang Street, Rvom 250 


1H Lakewood, Colorado 80228 


Administration October 27, 1989 


Region Elght In reply refer to: WA-CO 
434 


Wilderness EIS - Project Manager 
Bureau of Land Manugement 

Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


Dear Project Manayger: 
Subject: Draft Wilderness Environmental Tmpact Statement (EIS) 
We have reviewed the subject document for its effects on the existing highway 
system and offer the following comments for your consideration in preparation 
of the final EIS. 

1-1 
From the maps provided in the document it appears that several proposed 
wilderness nrea boundaries are adjacent to State highways. The boundaries should 
be located so that future improvements to existing facilities would not encroach 
on the wilderness boundaries. 
The above was discussed with the Colorado Department of Highways (CDOH) and they 
share our concerns. CDOH intends to comment on this document with more specific 
details on affected highways. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your draft environmental assessment, 


Sincerely yours, 


Bor, f Aton, 


Leon J. Witman 
Division Administrator 






So 4 2 aa 4 
y United States Department of the Interior eed 
6 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE ee 
ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGIONAL OFFICE eet 
12795 W. Alameda Parkway Coy @ 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, Colorado 80225-0287 
IN ROPLS BhERR TO: 3 
DL8 (RMR-PP) 
JAN 16 1860 
Memorandum 
To; Bureau of Land Management, Craig District, District Manager 


Attention: Greg Woodrow, Project Manager 


From: Associate Regional Director, Planning and Resource Preservation, 
Rocky Mountain Region 


Subject: Review of Craig District (White River and Kremmling Resource Areas) 
Draft Wilderness Environmental Impact Statement, Colorado and Utah 
(DES -89/0020) 


We have reviewed the above-referenced document and offer the following comments, 


The subject document analyzes the wilderness suitability of eight Wilderness 
Study Areas (WSA) in the Craig District and recommends wilderness designation 
for four of them. Since only three of these WSA's recommended for wilderness 
designation are located near Dinosaur National Monument, we will limit our 
commments to them. They include Bull Canyon, Willow Creek, and Skull Creek WSA, 


Our concerns about management of adjacent lands center around the impacts of that 
management on Dinosaur's resources and visitor experiences. In particular, we 
are concerned with any activities that might alter natural vegetation patterns, 
modify landforms, increase air or water pollution, increase background noise 
levels, or significantly alter the natural landscape, These types of activities 
could degrade the quality of visitor experiences by altering scenic views from 
park viewpoints, increasing ambient noise levela, and reducing the perception 
of natural environments, Thess types of activities may also adversely impact 
natural and cultural resources within Dinosaur In a variety of ways, 


The identiftod management of the propored wilderness areas would preclude mineral 
development, motorized recreation, and most other consumptive uses. Grazing, 
would be retafned at current levels, Hunting would continue to be permitted, 
but without the use of motorized vehicles. 


We belleve that management of these lands under current Bureau of Land Management 
wildernese management guidelines will complement management of adjacent Dinosaur 
Tanda. That management should also further protect Dinosaur resources, resource 
values, end visitor experiences which might otherwise be degraded by increanod 
development, We, therefore, support the proposed wilderness designation for tho 
Bull Canyon, Willow Creek, and Skull Creek WSA. 


We expect that there may be some impacts to the management of park resources ve | 2 


vinitor use resulting from wildernens designation, Designation of these areas 









— oe 


EP) = f 
United States Department of the Interior sees 
BUREAU OF MINES 


PF. 0. BOX 25086 ; 
BUILDING 20, DENVER FEDERAL CENTER 2 
ei DENVER, COLORADO 80225 
Intermountain Field Operations Center 


November 14, 1989 


Memorandum 


To: Wilderness EIS - Project Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Craig 
District Office, 455 Emerson Street, Craig, Colorado 81625 


From: Chief, Intermountain Field Operations Center 
Subject: Review of Craig District (White River and Kremmling Resource 
Areas) Draft Wilderness Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
Jackson, Moffatt, and Rto Blanco Counties, Colorado, and 
Uintah County, Utah 
Personnel of the Bureau of Mines reviewed the draft EIS to determine whether 
mineral resources are adequately considered. Mineral resource exploration and 
production was one of the environmental issues selected for detailed 
evaluation and analysts in the draft EIS. We believe the draft EIS adequately 
describes mineral resources in each of the 8 Wilderness Study Areas (WSA's) 


and adequately analyzes impacts to minera) resources from designating or not 


designating the WSA's as wilderness. 


i fh 
fo Sal! £0) n 


Chief, IFOC 
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as wilderness may increase the level of visitor use beyond that projected in the 
subject document. We expect that this may eventually result in increased visitor 
use in adjacent areas of Dinosaur. We would welcome the opportunity-to cooperate 
with the Craig District in coordinated planning for visitor use in wilderness 
and natural areas, We expect that such coordination in managing visitor use 
would be of mutual benefit to both Agencies and their visiting publics. 


Although thie document does not include discussions of WSA in the Little Snake 
Resource Area, the document doos note that the Draft Wilderness Technical 
Supplement (WTS) to the Little Snake Resource Management Plan will be combined 
with this subject document to form a Craig District Final Wilderness 
Environmental Impact Statement, 


Table 1-2 (page 1-4) {ndicates that the four WSAs adjacent to Dinosaur on Douglas 
Mountain are not suitable for Wilderness designation. The Draft WTS indicated 
that the WSAs were not recommended for designation but did note that the WSAs 
would be fowarded to Congress for the final decision. We continue to support 
wilderness designation for those four WSAs since we believe that those areas do 
meet wilderness consideration criteria. Management of those areas pursuant to 
wilderness designation would slso be more compatible with management of adjacent 
Dinosaur lands and would minimize che potential adverse effects to Dinosaur 
resources, resource values, and visitor experiences that may otherwise result 
from increased development. 


We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this document. If you have any 
questions or wish clarification on any of our comments, please contact 
Michael Duwe, Division of Planning and Compliance, at FTS 327-2829 or commercial 
(303) 969-2829, 








Richard A, Straic 







UNTED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 4 
REGION Va 


| YW 999 18th STREET - SUTE 500 
DENVER, COLORADO 80202-2405 


Ref: 8WM-EA 


Mr. Greg Goodenow, Wilderness EIS-Project 

Manager 
Bureau of Land Management RS 
Craig District Office A 
455 Emerson Street ss 
Craig, Colorado 681625 


Dear Mr. Goodenow: 


In accordance with our responsibilities under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and Section 309 of the Clean Air 
Act, Region VIII of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has 
completed its review of the Draft Wilderness Environmental Impact 


Kremmling Resource Areas. The individual analyses of the eight 
Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) evaluated in this document are, in 
most respects, thorough and well done. 


The EPA finds, however, that there are two main areas in 
which the analyses are insufficient, and are failings common to 
all of the WSA analyses. 


The EPA finds that 1), the groundwater modelling presented [4-2 
throughout this document to be inadequate to provide enough 
analysis of potential impacts and 2), the Bureaw of Land 
Management (BLM) has failed to provide an adequate analysis of 
cumulative impacts associated with its proposed actions. The EPA}4-3 
feels that this is especially critical in the area of water 
quality. 


The eight WSA under review here total 87,631 acres. In 
some of these areas proposed BLM actions would increase dynamics 
such as sedimentation yield or salt loading up to 200%. While 
the BLM may see these increases, given the amounts involved, to [4-4 
be insignificant for individual WSAs, a cumulative analysis would 
appear required given the amount of acreage being considered, and 
that the majority of these WSA drain into the White River. 


In attempting to quantify some of these effects, the reader 
of this document is frustrated by the lack of consistency between|q-§ 
individual WSA analyses to provide the same data in the same 
manner, and in the lack of baseline data. 


DETAILED COMMENTS, Water Quality 


Water quality has been too narrowly defined, as the concept 
}' embraces biological and physical aspects of integrity, as well as 
' the chemical. Colorado State Water Quality Standards indicate 
‘that beneficial biological uses, for, example, cold or warm water 
aquatic life, need to be supported and preserved. These uses are 
| protected by the chemical numerical standards and by narrative 
standards which discuss, among other things, that the water shall 
be "free from" materials like sediment which settles to the 
stream bottom. If such uses are limited or jeopardized by poor 

| physical conditions such as streambank erosion or by channel 
degradation or aggradation, such conditions need to be 
remediated. 


The meaning of "sediment" in this document is unclear. Does 
it refer to sedimentation of the streambed, or more to turbidity 
and suspended solids? 


Monitoring plans need to be outlined to insure that expected 
| water quality standards, and anticipated project related water 
| quality impacts, are not exceeded in either amount or duration. 


Some of the stream segments under analysis fall under State 
antidegradation requirements due to their designated beneficial 
use. Troublesome Creek is classified as cold water aquatic life 
1, and so potential impacts are subject to the antidegradation 
review process. Federal Agencies are required to embrace the 
| goals and objectives of State water quality standards, and this 
needs to be reflected in this document. 

4- 

In general, documentation concerning the assumptions and > 
models which the BLM used in estimating sedimentation impacts is 
lacking. In order for proper review, this information must be 
provided. Its lack makes it impossible to embrace the analyses 
Presented. How was "natural" stream variability calculated? 
Even accepting BLM's variability estimate of 26% per year, does 
not automatically support the acceptability of additional impacts 
simply because the amount of those impacté falls numerically 
} within this variability estimate. Would these additional impacts 
‘compromise beneficial uses, or violate antidegradation 
provisions? Would the timing of these impacts multiply\reduce 
their effects? 


It is debatable whether two to five years worth of 

j environmental impacts result in only "temporary" impacts. What 
/ supports this conclusion? Would this result in reduced 

| reproduction of aquatic life? How long would it be before 


} 


Statement (DEIS) for the Craig District, White River and =1 
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The water quality sections of some WSAs translate percentage 
increases in yield into amounts, usually tons, and others do not 
provide this conversion. In some instances, the BLM has provided 4-6 
information in the form of percent increase per acre/ton per unit 
time, without any estimate of total WSA figure being provided. 
Inclusion of this type of calculation consistently across WSA 
would assist the reader in understanding the information being 
presented. 


Without any baseline data concerning the existing salt 
loading in a watershed, or the current levels of sedimentation 
contribution of a particular WSA, it is difficult to determine 
the significance of the "% increase” figures often provided in 
these analyses. Also, where the BLM knows that drainage from 
WSAs will be received by the same stream or river, it would be LK 
logical to add these inputs. If the BLM has a timetable for 
implementation which would act to moderate the additive effects 
of proposed actions, that information should be provided. Where 
such a stream or river will experience potential multiple 
impacts, a current profile of the relevant water quality 
parameters needs to be provided. Detailed comments concerning 
water quality follow this letter. 


The deficiencies in this document prevent the EPA from 
offering any preference among the alternatives under 
consideration here, and lead the Agency to rate this document EO- 
2. In this instance, this rating indicates that the EPA has 
environmental objections to the proposed action(s) as it has 
identified potential significant environmental impacts, 4-8 
particularly to water quality, which need to be addressed. 
Additionally, as mentioned above, we find that the document 
provides insufficient information to allow adequate assessment of 
the potential environmental impacts involved in implementation of 
the proposed project. 


If there are any question concerning the comments, please 
contact either myself, or Gene Kersey, Project Review Officer, at 
FTS 330-1699 or commercial 303-293-1699. 


Sincerely; 


Bihod # beer 


Robert R. DeSpain, Chief 
Environmental Assessment Branch 
Water Management Division 


cco:K. Hamilton 


recovery? Would stream morphology or other characteristics be 
impacted by this increase? What is the stream flushing capacity? 
Will this excess be deposited permanently, short-term, both and 
how much? Are there procedures which could be adopted which 
could reduce sedimentation due to vegetative manipulation? Is it 
reasonable to expect rapid revegetation to minimize sedimentation 
in this area? What remediation plans will exist if expectations 
are not realized, and how will progress be monitored? 


The amount of additional sedimentation added to the White 
River may indeed prove to be a relatively insignificant 
contribution to its budget, but is this also the case for its 
tributaries? 


Without a formal presentation of grazing management 
strategies, the EPA cannot accept that this activity would not 
prove to be another source of surface disturbance, and therefore 
degrade riparian areas. We assume, then, that an increase in AUM 
would actually have adverse water quality impacts, which would 
last for an indeterminate period of time. 


The BLM needs to elucidate the practice requirements it 
imposes upon logging operations during all phases of operations. 
Without such specificity, it is not possible to accept that water 
quality will be adequately protected during these operations. 

The Agency has observed that even where agencies have adopted 
standard practices, water quality is still not necessarily 
adequately protected, and beneficial uses may suffer or be lost. 
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WILLIAM RA. SMITH 


STATE OF COLORADO 
OIL AND GAS CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 5 
SUITE 380 LOGAN TOWER BUILDING 
1580 LOGAN STREET 


Dwector DENVER, COLORADO 80203 
DENNIS R, BICKNELL ROY ROMER 
Deputy Director (303) 884-2100 Governor 
November 21, 1989 
TOr Steve Norris 
FROM: Oil & Gas Conservation Commission, Katy Templeton-Buel) 
RE: Draft Wilderness Environmental Impact Statement 





I reviewed the proposed wilderness designation of Bulli Canyon, 
Willow Creek, Skull Creek and Platte River Contiguous areas. 
Designation of any of these areas precludes oi] and gas 
exploration. Im the case of the Platte River Contiguous area, the 
acreage under consideration is so small that there would be no 
impact on Oil & Gas exploration. 
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The remaining three areas comprise nearly 40,000 acres that would 
be closed to Oil & Gas exploration. The EIS states that past 
exploration, geologic conditions and current lack of leasing 
interest indicate a low potential for substantial oil or gas 
accumulations. I disagree with this position and feel that the 
Jack of interest in leasing reflects wellhead prices for oil and 
natural gas and present industry trends to explore in proven areas. 
Five years ago coalbed methane was hardly considered a potential 
resource and today accounts for approximately 1/3 of all the wells 
being drilled in the State of Colorado. Areas previously passed 
over as “untevorable” are seeing considerable leasing interest and 
potential for future sustained methane production. I believe that 
closing an area of this size to future exploration so close to the 
Rangely ofl field is closing the door to new technology and 
promotes our Government’s current policy of relying on foreign oil 
to supply our future energy needs. The Oi] and Gas Conservation 
Commission does not support the designation of Bull Canyon, Willow 
Creek and Skull Creek as wilderness areas. 


xe: John Stowell 
Dennis Bicknell 
EIS Review File 


Colorado Outward Bound School 


945 Pennsylvania Street e Denver, Colorado 80203-3198 
303-837-0880 


November 21, 1989 
Wilderness KIS Projeet Manager 
BLM Craig District Office 
155 Emerson St 
Craig 
CO B1G25 
Dear Project Manager, 
I am writing on behalP of the Colorade Outward Bowed Sehoul 
fo express approval at the newly proposed Wilderness Study 
Areas within the Craig district. These areas wild benefit 
Sreatiyv from the protection they will receive under their 
new desitnat ion, 
There are some aablit iomal Pewdens thet we bebiewe shoud 
neu be considered or Wilderness. statsse. Tree canes 
4 OL Spring Mountain 
* Black Mownlarin 7: 
| - 
* Windy Gulbeh ‘ 
4 Troublesome 
Ndi these areas to the bist will help to lessen any 
Pobentaad fuatire aimpaet om the Daud, in partioular Che use 
WE OEE rowed Velie bes. aed Gil and aes development. 
N60 Ue Wi Dow Cree sid Shad “Cia Wilder wos e Studs Areas 
would bene fat fim tee tias menged dite one Large caren. Ga thas 
Way the road that now separates: these two areas would ade 
Ieee tee Laneherd ria the wa debe apess. Hesignatyon., Phas vosah as 
bboy in dierepardn ae os Peedi te metarnm te pts 
cava tee set feet 
Potope that you will wave Uneme sacllat donald SUE ces the 
CoM i derat ion that thes deserve. 
Siacere dy, ey 
Jovd. 
Homt i bux 
Associate Prowcam Director 


Colorado Outward Bound School tna non-profit, tax-oxempt educational organization 





777 Grant Street, Suite 606 
Denver, Colorado 80203-3518 @ 837-8701 









STATE OF COLORAD( 


DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS om 
=< 
4201 East Arkansas Ave, 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
(203) 787-0014 


December 21, 1989 


Mr. Steve Norris 

Program Director 

Colorado Joint Review Process 
Department of Natural Resources 
1313 Sherman Street, Room 718 
Denver, Colorado 80203 


Dear Mr. Norris: 


The Colorado Department of Highways completed its review of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Craig District Wilderness (White 
River and Kremmling Resource Areas) and has the following comments. 


We request that as part of BLM’s decision they establish a buffer 

zone adjacent to US 40 (for all wilderness areas near US 40) and 
designate it for transportation purposes, This would enable the 
Department to make improvements to US 40 (if needed) without having to 
acquire right of way from a wilderness area. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this document. 


Very truly yours, 


“Bahan. KET E 


Barbara L. S. Barry 
Manager 
Office of Environmental Review and Analysis 
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Greg Goodenow 

Wilderness EIS - Project Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 

Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


December 5, 1989 


Dear Greg, 


The following are the comments of the Colorado Environmental 
Coalition (CEC) regarding the Craig District Draft Wilderness 
Environmental Impact Statement: 


Bull Canyon 


We support the BLM's wilderness recommendation for Bull Canyon, 
and feel that the adjustment boundary alternative is the most 
appropriate with some boundary modifications: 


-The northeastern boundary of Bull Canyon should be expanded 
to the top of K Point Ridge instead of following a seldom used . 
four-wheel drive track at the base of the ridge. This is a more 
manageable boundary which follows topographic features. This 
boundary change would have little effect on other uses since the 
four-wheel track, which the boundary now follows, peters out 
after 1.5 miles near Middle Creek. 


-We also support the inclusion of the three sections of 
state school lands. We do question, however, the boundary the 
BLM has selected for the lands being considered in T4N R104W 
section 36. The BLM boundary shown on page 2-8 does not make : 
much sense since it cuts right through a watershed, We recommend | | 
that all except the most southern part of this section be added | 
to the wilderness proposal. On T4N R103W section 16, this entire | 
section should be added to the wilderness proposal along with 
adjacent BLM lands to the east. 


Enclosed {s a map of our boundary proposal. We hope that you 
will reconsidered your proposed boundary lines. 

4 
Since Bull Canyon {1s technically a downstream wilderness area, 
the BLM should address water rights within the text of this ; 
document, What water right will be necessary for this area, 18 
an important question that should be addressed, 


‘ 


“Humanity belongs to earth, not earth to humanity” 


Greg Goodenow 
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The Affected Environment section of the EIS fails to give a 

detailed description of the vegetative diversity within the area, 

One would assume from reading the document that sagebrush steppes 

and pinyon-juniper woodlands are the only vegetative communities 8-4 
found in the proposed wilderness, No mention is made of the 
outstanding riparian communities found in Bull Canyon. The 

boxelder forest within Bull Canyon 1s one of the most lush and 

unique I have ever seen, 


Little mention is made of the remarkable geological features and 
topographic relief that are found in the area. The geological 8 
features of Bull Canyon is one of the most important reasons the “5 
area is recommended wilderness. The BLM could go {nto much 

greater detail in regards to these features. 


The lack of good range management practices in Bull Canyon are 
causing major problems with streambank erosion and riparian 
degradation. It may be unwise for the BLM to state that AUMs 

will remain at their current levels. AUMS probably need to be 8-6 
cut and methods developed to keep cattle out of the riparian 

areas in the WSA. 


Willow Creek and Skull Creek 


CEC recommends that these two areas be joined as one proposed 
wilderness area and that it be called the Skull Creek Basin. The 
road separating these two units is in disrepair and the BLM fs 
currently restoring it to a natural condition. By creating a 8-7 
larger proposed wilderness area, it will enhance the wilderness 
qualities of the area. By combining the areas, this natural 

refuge for plant and wildlife species will be greatly enhanced. 

The opportunities for multi-day wilderness treks also will be im- 
proved, 


Although the Willow/SkullCreek Combined Ali Wilderness Alterna- 
tive is by far the best alternative presented in the EIS, we 
recommend six additions to this proposal: 


wilderness on the west end, Spencer Draw, Bull Draw and East Twi 
Draw all contain exceptional wilderness qualities and few human 
impacts. 


8-8 
-A 2,560 acre addition should be included in the proposed | 


-A 690 acre addition to the upper end of Red Wash should 
also be included. This includes a state school section and 50 | 8-9 
acres of adjacent BLM lands. This is a logical topographic 
addition to the proposed wilderness. 


-A 40 acre addition is recommended at Burnt Spring because 
its a logical expansion of the proposed wilderness boundary. 8-10 


Greg Goodenow 
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the Platte River Wilderness because it protects the viewshed of 
North Gate Canyon. 


011 Spring Mountain 


CEC adamantly disagrees and disapproves of the BLM's recommenda- 
tion for 011 Spring Mountain. This area possesses exceptional 
wilderness qualities, 011 Spring Mountain is a truly remarkable 
area with spectacular scenery, abundant and diverse wildlife, as 
well as a variety of vegetational communities. One can hike from 
Douglas fir forests and aspen groves to scrub oak shrublands, 
pinyon-juniper woodlands, riparian forests, and sagebrush 
steppes. The geological features are fantastic. O11 Spring 8-18 
Mountain has spectacular cliffs while the lower elevations 
contain slick rock canyons, a natural arch, alcoves, and pin- 
macles. On the south side of 011 Spring Mountain hoodoos can be 
found surrounded by Douglas fir forests. With elk, deer and 
black bear common in the area it seems ludicrous that the area 
was not recommended for wilderness. 


011 Spring Mountain is an island of naturalness in a sea of 
development. Gas wells surround the area. This fis all the more 
reason to recommend the area for wilderness. This part of the 
state needs a small percentage of its land base protected in a 
natural state. Although a number of pre-FLPMA of] and gas leases 
exist in the area, the BLM could easily take care of this 
potential conflict by declaring the shut-in wells that are 8-19 
associated with these leases abandoned and thus, terminating the 
leases. Operators are only given a reasonable time period in 
which to bring a well into production, Since wells in the O11 
Spring Mountain area have been shut-in for in at least one case 
almost 30 years, it would be a reasonable and prudent action on 
the part of the agency to declare these wells abandoned and 
terminate the leases. 


CEC supports the boundary adjustment alternative with one 
modification: 


-The cherry-stemmed road in T3S, R103W, sections 28 and 27 
should be closed, This road dead ends at a dry hole and is 8-20 
already eevegatart ng and returning to a natural condition, The 
BLM with minimal recontouring and reseeding could rehabilitate 
this road to an essentially natural condition. 


A description of the outstanding resources found at 01) ah ! 
Mountain 1s not adequate. A better description of the geologic 
characteristics and vegetative diversity is needed, 


6-115 
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-If the road above Box Canyon in section T4N 101W sections 
18 and 19 1s a substantial impact then the road should be 
cherry-stemmed rather than 200 acres being eliminated from the 8-11 
proposed wilderness. If the road 1s not a substantial impact 
then the BLM should close it and add all 200 acres to the 
wilderness proposal. 


along with 80 acres of BLM land on the southern end of the area. 
This area 1s a logical topographic addition to the proposed 


ie bi ta and includes the spectacular entrance to the Box 8-12 
anyon, 


-We advocate adding T4N R101W section 36 to the boundary | 


Enclosed is a map with our specific boundary recommendations. 


of the Willow/Skull Creek area. A description of the anticline 
which dominates the eastern end of the unit would be helpful, 

The beautiful slick rock canyons of Willow Creek and Box Canyon 

are hardly mentioned. The proposed wilderness also contains 8-13 
interesting rock outcrops and hogbacks. The document needs to 


Little information is provided regarding the spectacular He 


cover these unique features so that the Congress is given 


information on why these areas are so important to protect as 
wilderness. 


document only describes pinyon-juniper woodland and sagebrush 


The sections on diversity within these areas are inadequate, The 
steppe being found in the areas. The areas contain a much | 


greater variety of vegetative types including outstanding 8-14 
exam les of riparian vegetation and saltbush-greasewood shrub- | 
ands. 


Since some of the drainages within the Willow/Skull Creek area 

enter from above the area, the final EIS should look into the 

issue of water rights and what type of flows would be necessary 8-15 
to protect the wilderness values of the area. 


deterioration of natural qualities in the Willow/Skull Creek 

area. Gullying has occurred on various stream channels. We 
recommend that the BLM take immediate action to remedy the 8-16 
situation. It is vital that grazing be minimized in the riparian } 
zones of the area. 


Finally, lack of good range management practices have caused some | 


Platte River Contiguous 


We were happy to see that the BLM not only identified the Platte | 
River addition as a wilderness study area, but is also recommen- 
ding the area for wilderness designation. Although the area is 8-17 
only 30 acres in size, it is an extremely important addition to 
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Black Mountain 


CEC strongly disagrees with your recommendation for Black 

Mountain. Black Mountain is a spectacular and diverse area. The 
canyon along Kissinger Guich {is incredibly rugged and scenic. 

Black Mountain is also one of the most accessible potential 8-22 
wilderness areas in the state. One can park right off of 

Colorado Highway 64 and enter the area. Smith and Beefsteak 

Gulches are two of the most convenient access points. Black 

Mountain should be recommended for wilderness designation. It is 
incredible that this area with virtually no conflicts {s not 

being recommended. 


cover a reasonable range of alternatives. The BLM should have 

looked at a boundary adjustment alternative that recommended the 
closure of the Smith Guich cherry-stemmed road. This road would 8-23 
easily return to an essentially natural condition if vehicle use 

was prohibited, The BLM could speed up the road's recovery by 
conducting minimal recontouring and revegetation work. The final 

EIS should examine this alternative, and the CEC recommends that 

this be the BLM's preferred alternative. 


The two alternatives considered in the EIS did not adequately 


The EIS failed to adequately identify the outstanding resources 0 
found in this area. The impressive dissected topography and 8-24 
range of vegetation types need to be given more attention in the 4 
Final EIS. 


Black Mountain is being adversely impacted by improper range 
management techniques in the lower end of Smith Gulch. The BLM 
should try to correct this problem as soon as possible. Smith 8-25 
Gulch could have a greatly improved riparian zone 1f the cattle ' 
were kept out of the Gulch itself. 


The final EIS should also look at the increased backcountry 
opportunities {f both Black Mountain and Windy Guich were desig- 
nated. A pipeline and primitive road fs all that separates these 

two areas. The only public access point to Windy Guich right now 

is through the Black Mountain WSA. If trails were constructed 

linking the two areas, a multi-day backcountry experience would 98-26 
be provided. Hunting, backpacking and horseback riding would all | 
be greatly enhanced over their current levels if the BLM were to 
implement this type of scenario. 


Windy Guich 


CEC urges the BLM to change its recommendation for Windy Guich to ! 
the All Wilderness Alternative, Windy Guich 1s a splendid 8-27 
example of the impressive canyon country associated with the Gray 
Hills. The Area has an incredible diversity of vegetative 
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communities that the plan failed to recognize. Douglas fir 
forests, pinyon-juniper woodlands, mountain mahogany-oak scrub 
shrublands, aspen forests, sagebrush steppes, and supposedly 
Ponderosa Pine forest can all be found in this area. Windy Gulch 
also contains exceptional deer and elk habitat. Why then has the 
BLM refused to recommend this area especially when few, if any, 
conflicts exist to wilderness designation? 


Although the area {is definitely suitable for wilderness by | 
itself, the primitive recreational opportunities in the area 8-28 
would be greatly enhanced if it were designated as wilderness 

with Black Mountain, Black Mountain provides the only public ! 
access link to Windy G"ich. 


The only suggested boundary modification is that BLM look at the | 
possible acquisition of the 320 acre inholding in the southern 

portion of the area. This addition would make the boundary more pias 
Manageable, 


Troublesome 


CEC also urges the BLM to change its recommendation for Trouble- 

some to the All Wilderness Alternative. Troublesome is a 

beautiful area that contains rugged rock outcroppings and old 

growth subalpine forests. The riparian area along Troublesome 8-30 
and Rabbit Ears Creeks are lush willow carrs and the creeks them- 
selves are teaming with trout. 


Although CEC would like adjacent Forest Service lands also 
designated as wilderness with the BLM's Troublesome WSA, we do 
realize that the BLM area is a very manageable and a self-suffi- 
cient wilderness area on {ts own. The area would truly be a 
unique and beautiful addition to Colorado’s wilderness system, 


The designation of both the Forest Service and BLM portions of 
the Troublesome roadless area as wilderness has been a top 
priority of CEC's for over a decade. The riparian areas asso- 
ciated with the Troublesome area are some of the most extensive 
and productive in the state. The BLM needs to reevaluate its 
recommendation for this area and change it to proposed for 
wilderness designation. 


Cralg District Wilderness Inventory 


It has been made painfully clear to CEC in recent years that the 
wilderness inventory for the Craig District which was conducted 8-34 
over ten years ago was one of the most poorly done in the entire 
nation. It appears that the person that conducted the inventory J 
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likely to exist substantial acreage that also was poorly inven- 
toried that we have yet to examine. We have not encountered such 
widespread abuse of the inventory criteria in any other BLM 
district in Colorado. This 168,039 acres of improperly inven- 
toried lands is incredible considering that the Craig District 
only has 178,518 acres of Wilderness Study Areas. 


If the wilderness inventory had been done properly, the Craig 
District would have over 346,557 acres of Wilderness Study Areas. 
The BLM is currently recommending 89,749 acres of land in the 
Craig District for wilderness designation. This represents a 
mere 26% of the known roadless lands in the district. This would 
be an abysmal recommendation in Districts that conducted proper 
wilderness inventories. This 4s one of the reasons that the BLM 
should support wilderness for all eight wilderness study areas 
identified in the EIS, The BLM should also take a closer look at 
areas that were improperly dropped from the inventory to see if 
the wilderness qualities of these areas also deserve protection. 


We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Craig District 
Draft Wilderness Environmental Impact Statement. If you have any 
questions regarding our comments, please feel free to contact us. 
We are looking forward to receiving the final EIS, and hope that 
the changes we have suggested will be incorporated into the 
document. 


Sincerely Be 


Kirk Koepse 
Public Lands Coordinator 
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never got into the field to visit these areas and based decisions: 
on whether areas should be made WSAsS more on local politics then 
criteria that was suppose to be used in the inventory process. 


A number of very impressitve and wild areas were not designated 
Wilderness Study Areas. There is no rhyme or reason to why these» 
areas were rejected. We would like to bring these areas to the 
BLM's attention in hopes that the final EIS could address them or’ 
at least explain why the inventory was a sham in the Craig 
District. We understand that reports discussing the wilderness 
suitability of these areas have been entered into the public 
hearing record and CEC endorses the findings of all these 

reports, Among the areas that were eliminated from the inventory. 
are: 


1. The Vermillion Basin - 88,340 acres. This area is 
comprised of lands in the Vermillion Creek Drainage and also 
includes Vermillion Mesa, Vermillion Bluffs and the west side of 
Lookout Mountain, 


2. Pinyon Ridge - 20,100 acres located along the Pinyon 
Ridge in western Moffat and Rio Blanco Counties. | 

3. Yampa River - 15,960 acres located along the Little Yampa) 
River Canyon and including Duffy Mountain. 


4. Additions to the West Cold Springs Mountain WSA -36,300 
acres located east of the Matt Trail and including Big Joe Basin, 
Limestone Ridge and the western half of Irish Canyon. 


5. Wild Mountain - 4,650 acres on the west side of Dinosaur 
National Monument ' 


6. Cross Mountain Gorge adjacent lands - 2,689 acres located || 
on the southern end of Cross Mountain. ! 


These are the only areas we have closely examined. So this may 
be only the tip of the iceberg with regards to problems in the 
wilderness inventory. Other areas that may have been improperly 
eliminated from WSA status are Drowsy Water east of Hot Sulphur 
Springs, Yarmony Mountain along the Upper Colorado River, 
Dinosaur South adjacent areas, Twelve Mile Breaks west of 
Maybell, Philadelphia Creek, Hammond Draw, Whiskey Creek, Mellen 
Hills, Raven Ridge, Little Snake North, Little Snake South, 
Juniper Mountain, Independence Mountain and Hoy Mountain. 


The total acreage of the areas we have thoroughly investigated as) 
being improperly inventoried totals 168,039 acres. It is | 
interesting to note that every inventory area that was dropped 
that we have investigated was dropped improperly, so there is 
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Board of Directors 


Colorado Wildlife Federation 


68 January 1990 


Wilderness EIS - Project Manager 


Move Vlenagen BLM 
Cliurado Springs, OD Craig District Office 
Urle: Kol 455 Emerson Street 





Morrison, 
Bit Milles 


Teweurer 
1, Collins, OD 


Craig, CO 81625 
Dear Project Manager: 


This letter is to back-up, in writing, the public testimony I 
gave at the wilderness EIS hearing in Meeker, CO, on 11 December 


tole Beker 1989 on behalf of the Colorado Wildlife Federation (CWF). As I 
Tileton OD stated then, CWF, as a matter of general policy, supports the 
peoples Congressional designation of appropriate wilderness areas on 

(tand Junction, OO federal public lands. By vote of the CWF Board of Directors, at 
Ee eee RosilPreilacot a regular quarterly meeting held December 2, 1989, CWF specific- 
Durango, GD 


mit = 
Red beather Lekes, CD 


ally endorses the recommendations of BLM for the designation of 
the Bull Canyon, Willow Creek, and Skull Creek areas near Dino- 
saur and the Platte River Contiguous Area north of Walden. In 


Sterne addition, however, the CWF Board asks that BLM revise its recom- 
eee yp mendations and include wilderness designation for the Oil Spring 
(ratios Newwn Mountain, Black Mountain, and Windy Gulch areas in Rio Blanco 

‘ral, 


County, and the Troublesome area in Grand County. 


Devid Burhenen 

Dorange, UD) o-1 
Wellogion Go The Draft EIS identifies every reason why these areas should be 
Bob Freidenkorner granted wilderness status, and be so managed, while not identify- 
RS ing any substantial reasons why they should not be so designated! 
opine Tex Any concern that wilderness designation locks up public land is 
pa est obviated by the relative total size of these areas versus the 
pall any total areal extent of the White River and Kremmling Resource 

Bab Parker Areas, and shows complete ignorance of the basic biological 

Bewsh, 00) principle of stability in diversity. We should strive to 

Doaldee OO maintain diversity on our public lands and among our management 
beetle) efforts on our public lands. Designating appropriate areas for 
Bob Tull wilderness is exactly in line with this principle and must be 
estes done in the interest of management integrity for the public 

Grand Junction, CD trust. 

Nongmont OO 

Tom Wi We do appreciate this opportunity to make known our point of view 


jarren 
Colorado Springs, CD 


Steve Blomebes 
Executive Director 
Tomlinson 


De 
Logislotive Representative 


Poul Z« 
Rdilor/Attorney 
Diana he 

Office Manugor 
Bronde Kuohler 
Education Coordinator 
food Ke 


Mey 
Western Field Anprosentative 


and wish you Godspeed in accomplishing our wishes in concert 
with your mandate under law. 





Rabert R. Kelley 
Field Representa e 
P.O. Box 645 

Meeker, CO 681641 
303-878-4466 


1560 Broadway Denver, Colorado 80202 (303) 830-2557 
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Environmental! Coalition. 


Willow Creek and Skull Creck 


The Sierra Club endorses the Combined All Wilderness Alternative for the 

Willow Creek and Skul] Creek WSAs. There is nothing but an eroded dirt track | 
between the two areas, BLM is currently reclaiming this vehicle track to a 10-4 
natural condition, thereby eliminating ita potential use as a road or way. 

There is no physical or logical reason that the two areas should be considered 


separately. 


The proposed wilderness boundary should be extended to include the state 
sections adjacent to the WSAs, These additions are important to maintaining 
the integrity of the wilderness. Specifically, approximately 2,560 acres 


Bull Draw, and East Twin Draw. The state section in the upper end of Red 
Wash, comprising approximately 690 acres, should be added to the wilderness 


should be added to the west end of Willow Creek in the area of Spencer Draw, Al 


boundary, as should the state section at the mouth of Box Canyon. 


Platte River Contiguous 


The Sierra Club ia pleased to see BLM follow the resource planning provisions 
of Section 202 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act in identifying 
the outstanding wilderness resources of the Platte River Contiguous area, All 
too often federal agencies ignore the opportunities available to them in their 
guiding legislation, Though only 30 acres in size, the area complements the 
existing wilderness by protecting an important viewshed. The wilderness 
suitability recommendation is supported, 


Oil Spring Mountain 


The Sierra Club strongly disagrees with the proposed non-suitable 
recommendation for Oi] Spring Mountain, O11 Spring Mountain ia a truly 
inolated remnant of unspoiled country in the Douglas Creck drainage. When 
combined with the non-suitable recommendations for Black Mountain and Windy 
Guich, there is not a single wilderness candidate representative of the 
Piceance Basin or Doug)as Pasa country proposed aw suitable. And when one 
looks even farther afield to include the Grand Junction Resource Arca, BLM has 
not recommended a single wilderness candidate in the vast area of land bounded 
by Interstate-70, US-40, and the White River Plateau. It im unbelievable that 
no BLM lands in this region are suitable for wilderness protection, Fathers 
Doainguce and Escalante reported a such different perception of the region 
than does BLM, 





Mark Pearson 
P.O, Box 204 
Grand Junction, CO 81502 


January 10, 1990 


Greg Goodenow 

Wilderness EIS - Project Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 

Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Mr. Goodenow: 


These are the comments of the Rocky Mountain Chapter of the Sierra Club on the 
Craig District (White River and Kremmling Resource Areas) Draft Wilderness 
EIS. The Rocky Mountain Chapter of the Sierra Club consists of the 11,000 | 
members of the Sierra Club who reside in Colorado. Many Sierra Club weabers 10) 
have visited the Wilderness Study Areas studied in the DEIS. Recreational | 
uses of these areas have included hiking, camping, river running, birding, 
backpacking, hunting, and fishing. 





In general, the DEIS is well-written and provides clear and reasonable 
descriptions of the affected resources. An excellent example of this reasoned 
approach is the description of oil and gas resources for Bull Canyon, Willow 
Creek, and Skull Creek. The DEIS correctly concludes there is little 
potential for extraction of oi] and gas resources from these areas based on 
the abundance of adjacent dry holes (70 in total) and an analysis of the 
geologic data in the area. The Sierra Club was pleased to see the outrageous 
claims of the Tulley Corporation firmly debunked. 


Bull Canyon 


The Sierra Club strongly supporte BLM's preferred alternative for Bull Canyon. 
Bull Canyon is a dramatic and highly visible example of the Colorado Plateau’s 
renowned canyon country. The area is a combination of deep sandstone canyons 1 
and open draws. There is evidence of extensive down-cutting and erosion in 
several of these drawa however; reductions in authorized grazing levels may 

be necessary to reverse this trend of erosion. 


The Sierra Club further supports acquisition of the adjacent state lands. 
These occur in three sections on the north, south, and east boundaries of Bull 
Canyon. We support at a minimum the boundaries identified in Map 2-4 in the 
DEIS, or even sore appropriately, the boundaries proposed by the Colorado 
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If BLM would obey the laws and regulations that direct the administration of 
oil and gas leases and development, sany of the alleged conflicts with 

wilderness in Oil Spring Mountain wight disappear. Some of the wells which 
hold leases covering the WSA are held by wells abandoned ag long ago as 30 10) 
years. Has BLM made a determination of production for each of these wells? 


It is confounding that BLM would determine there to be no special features 

within the WSA. There is a well documented natural arch within the area; 
natural arches in the Black Ridge Canyons WSA adjacent to Colorado National 
Monument have been judged such significant featurea that the National Park 10-\| 
Service wishes to obtain management of them. Why is the natural arch in Oil | 
Spring Mountain judged an insignificant feature? 


The existence of petroglyphs in the WSA should similarly be identified as a 1 
special feature. Is it a uniform policy of BLM that petroglyphs and arches 10-' 
are not special features? Were petroglyphs in Dolores River Canyon WSA, for 
example, not defined as special features? 


Oil Spring Mountain is an important haven for wildlife, including elk, deer, 
and bear. The fact that it is an undisturbed remnant in the vast sea of 
development surrounding Douglas Creek is in itself a special feature. 


The Sierra Club endorses the Boundary Adjustaent Alternative for Oil Spring 
Mountain. 


Black Mountain and Windy Gulch 


The Sierra Club supports the All Wilderness Alternatives for Black Mountain 
and Windy Gulch WSAs. As noted above, these two WSAs are the only 
possibilities for wilderness designation of a fraction of lands representative 
of the Piceance Basin, Black Mountain is the only possible wilderness area 1¢) 
with any frontage on the White River. The two areas have no substantial 
conflicts with wilderness designation. A combined wilderness alternative for 
Black Mountain and Windy Gulch should be considered. 


Troublesavee 


A continuing problem with the wilderness review of the Troublesome KSA is its 
consideration in isolation from the adjacent Forest Service roadless arca, No 
rational decisions can be made about the wilderness suitabllity of Troublesome 1! 
without reviewing the suitability of the larger land unit. Troublesome and | 
Rabbit Eare Crecks offer superb opportunities for fishing. These productive 
riparian areas would benefit greatly from the protection offered through | 
designation as wilderness, 
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extend the aultiple-use concept to include the White River and Douglas Creek 
The Sierra Club supports the All Wilderness Alternative for Troublesome, and drainages. 
encourages BLM and the Forest Service to conduct a joint study of the 


wilderness suitability of the larger roadless unit. 


Sincerely yours, 


Vedi Favors 


Mark Pearson 
Wilderness Chair 
Rocky Mountain Chapter Sierra Club 


Other Craig District Roadless Arcas 


The Craig District Wilderness Inventory was the most pathetic in Colorado. 10-14 
Numerous, significant roadless areas were inexcusably dropped from the 

Wilderness Study Process in 1980, perhaps because the BLM wilderness review 

staff never set foot in them, including areas with obvious wilderness 

qualities such as: 


Vermillion Bluffs - 88,340 acres in the Vermillion drainage and around 
Lookout Mountain. 


Eastern Cold Springs Mountain/Limestone Ridge - 36,300 acres between 
Cold Springs Mountain WSA and Irish Canyon. 


Yampa River - 16,000 acres along Little Yampa Canyon and Duffy Mountain, 


Wild Mountain - 5,000 acres comprising a prominent viewshed from 
Dinosaur National Monument. 


Pinyon Ridge - 20,000 acres north of the White River between Meeker and 
Rangely. 


These areas, over 160,000 acres in total, comprise just a fraction of the 
areas that were discarded from the BLM wilderness review for indefensible 
reasons. Even those areas retained in the Wilderness Inventory were fraught 
with errors, such as boundaries which divide Ant Hills, Peterson Draw, and 
Chew Winter Camp WSAs from one another when in fact no roads exist on the 
ground to form divisions between these adjacent WSAs, and the fact that 
thousands of acres of eligible WSA lands were deleted from Diamond Breaks WSA 
precisely along the Colorado-Utah state line! 


The Craig District has already deleted more than half of the lands that 
objectively qualify for wildernese study on the basis of solitude and 
outstanding wilderness character. Now, the Craig District has proposed to 
discard the largest fraction of its remaining wilderness candidates. Where is 
the balanced, multiple-use management in this? Or does not wilderness receive 
the same lip service to multiple-use that is given to cows and minerals? 


Oil Spring Mountain, Black Mountain, and Windy Gulch are the only fragments of 
undeveloped lands in a vast region. It is disappointing that BLM can not 
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We feel the Draft Wilderness EIS and the Wilderness Technical Supplement to the 
Little Snake Resource Management Pian do not adequately nor accurately address | 
the issue of impacts caused by or, as a result of: 1) acquisition of private 11-3 
and state land recommended in these documents, 2) the ability of pre-existing ' 
permittees and leasees to conduct on-going operations, 3) the ability for the | 
handicapped and elderly people to experience that which these Wilderness areas 11-4 
purport to protect. 


SUITE 220 LIVESTOCK EXCHANGE BUILDING / DENVER, COLORADO KU216 / TELEPRKONE 776 1192 





An observation is made of the statements contained in the Wilderness Technical 
Supplement to the Little Snake Resource Area (RMP and the Draft Wilderness EIS. 
For instance, page 3-34 of the Wilderness Technical Supplement (WTS) contains 
the following "all these imprints are minor, few in number and widely 
distributed", "they do not distract from the overall high quality natural state 
exhibited". 


January 10, 1990 


Mr. Greg Goodenow 

Wilderness EIS Project Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


Contained in chapter 2, "Description of the Alternatives and Summary of Impacts", 

of the Draft Wilderness EIS on Bull Canyon, Willow Creek, and Skull Creek 
Wilderness Study Areas, it is either stated or implied that activities and 11-5 
imprints by man in developing private lands, range improvements, past seismic 
aotivity and BLM roads, are capable of natural revegitation to the point of being 
substantially unnoticeable. 

Dear Greg: 

However, in other paragraphs of these same documents, the authors maintain that 





I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Wilderness EIS. My 
association represents more than 2,300 cattlemen from across the state of 
Colorado, The Colorado cattle industry's cash receipts from the sale of cattle 
and calves, alone, contribute almost $2 billion dollars to the economy of the 
state of Colorado and its local communities. 


The Colorado Cattlemen's Association has always been a strong supporter of 
individual rights and multiple use of our publio lands. Additionally, we are 
very encouraged and very supportive of your decision to recommend that the 011 
Spring, Black Mountain, Windy Gulch, and Troublesome Wilderness Study Areas, not 
be designated wilderness areas. 


range improvements and mineral developments that benefit livestock and wildlife 
alike, as well as off-road vehicle use which could occur, could affect the 
naturalness and solitude to the point that they would be lost. Without further 
qualification of the above cited statements, the only conclusions I can draw 
from the cited statements, 1s that man's impact on naturalness and solitude 
remain undefined, and that wilderness to one is not necessarily wilderness to 
another. 


Specific Comments on the Bull Canyon, Willow Creek, Skull Creek, and Platte River 


Contiguous: 


11-1 te Land acquisition 1s recommended for Bull Canyon, Willow Creek, and Skull 
Although, we have several remaining concerns about the other alternatives Creek. Has a taking assessment boen done to comply with executive order 
disoussed for these areas in the Draft EIS, most of my comments will be directed 12630? 


towards the four areas that you recommend for wilderness designation. These four 
areas are Bull Canyon, Willow Creek, Skull Creek, and Platte River Contiguous. 


My first comments are in regard to a ganeral observation and some conclusions 
that the CCA membership has drawn from this Draft EIS document, the Wilderness 
Technioal Supplement to the Little Snake Resource Area RMP, review of the 
Lb otal Management Polloy (Sept, 1981), and conversations with you and Tom 
eakins. 


In previous testimony, in field hearings, and before congressional committeos, 
the Colorado Cattlemen (CCA) have supported a plan negotiated by, tho Water 
Rights Negotiating Toum for Senntora' Armstrong and Wirth. We are enpootally 


supportive of the part of the plan that relates to downstream wilderness areas 
(i.e, the BLM Wilderness Areas), that no wilderness water rights be designated. 


The Colorado Cattlemen's Association has oalled for a complete and detailed 
social and economic study to determine what the impacts have been on the local 
communities near existing Wilderness Areas before any further wilderness action 
is taken. We feel that the citizens in and around these looal communities and 
near wilderness study areas have the right to know what the possible financial 


and social impacts on them could be whon areas around their communities are 
designated wilderness, 


11-2 


2. How will the BLM's ability to purchase the recommended property be affected 
by the Federal land exchange facilitation action which is now before 
congress? This legislation contains langunge that recognizes the 
wilderness and aesthetio values you have identified in these parcels of 
land. 


In a recont article in the Western Livestock Journal, a New Mexico Land 
Exchange official feels that the formula developed by the University of 
Wisconsin for urriving at the value of land for aesthetic purposes will 
increase the value of this land five to ten times over the normal 
comparable sales approaches. 


11-6 
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3. Does the BLM have the necessary financial resource to fulfill their | 
recommendation? 

11- 

4, If this land is not acquired what impaots will that have on the values of y 
these three wilderness study areas mentioned above? 

5. If land is not acquired, BLM needs to clearly define and explain "What is { 
reasonable access" and "How or will reasonable access change if the private 11-8 
land use changes?" i.e. grazing land to a hotel/resort development. 

In addition, is access grand-fathered into the Wilderness Management Plan ) 
and what types of access are allowed under the grand-father clause? The 11-2 
draft Wilderness EIS and the Wilderness Management Policy, do not 
adequately address the issues stated above. 

6. a) The CCA feels very strongly that public input is necessary to this 

wilderness process, The authors of the draft EIS chose to utilize 
the data provided by the Colorado Division of Wildlife. Were the 
affected grazing permittees, off-road vehicle users, oil and gas 11-10 
leasees, and mineral and timber development users contacted by the 
BLM and allowed to include their analysis of the wilderness area 
impacts on their respective operations in the draft document as the 
Colorado Division of Wildlife was? 

b) In addition, CCA recommends that congressional field hearings be held 
in the local communities adjacent to the wilderness areas when 
Congress considers the Secretary of Interior's recommendations on11=44 
Proposed Wilderness Areas. 

e) Furthermore, CCA recommends that Congress and the Secretary of 
Interior conduct a complete and detailed social and economic study 
on what the impacts have been on the local communities and their 
economies that lie adjacent or near to existing wilderness acres, 
prior to any further wilderness action being taken anywhere else. 11-12 
We feel that the citizens that live in and around local commnities 
that have proposed wilderness areas should have knowledge of what 
has happened and what is happening to the comminities that already 
have wilderness, so they can more knowledgeably assess what 
wilderness will do.to them socially and financially. 

7. CCA has concerns and comments in regard to livestock and wildlife use of 


wilderness areas; these comments and concerns follow review and evaluation 
of the Draft Wilderness EIS, Wilderness Management Policy and conversations 
with Greg Goodenow, Wilderness Project Manager. 


a) CCA supports the author's observations that range inprovenent 4qlag 
projects benefit wildlife as well as livestock. However, we do not 
necessarily, agree that these projects or mineral development | 


Greg Goodenow 
January 10, 1990 11 
Page Five ‘ 


10. 


11. 


12. 


Wilderness Areas in Colorado totaling 2,662,734 million acres within one 
days driving time of standard metropolitan statistical areas. 


Platte River Contiguous 


a) One CCA concern with the Platte River Contiguous Wilderness area 
stems from the fact that in this time of shrinking federal budgets, 
can the BLM affectively and efficiently administer a wilderness area 
of only thirty acres? We feel that the existing 23,000 acre Platte 11-20 
River Wilderness already adequately. protects the existing wilderness | 
values. When one talks of viewscapes, are we again raising the ideas 
of buffer zones and if so, where do we stop? 


b) CCA recommends that the final Wilderness EIS, include the language 
from the BLM Wilderness Management Policy handbook, Sept. 1981, that 
no buffer zones will be created around Wilderness areas to protect 
them from the influence of activities on adjacent lands. 11-21 
CCA is concerned about the potential impacts a buffer zone or 
viewscape could have on adjacent private, state and federal lands, 
and those uses currently associated with these lands. If buffer zone 
or viewscape language was included in enacting Platte River 
Contiguous as a wilderness area or any of the other Proposed BLM 
wilderness areas, then CCA is opposed to wilderness designation for 
any of these aforementioned proposed wilderness areas. 


CCA recommends that the Final Wilderness EIS contain language that clearly 
defines what non-motorized, mechanical tools, machinery or recreational 11-22 
equipment will and will not be allowed in Wilderness areas. 


The CCA is very concerned as to how elderly and/or handicapped people 
needing the use of mechanized or motorized vehicles will be able to enjoy 
the unique features of our publio lands, and moreover, CCA is concerned 11-23 
about what appears to be an attempt by the BLM and the National Wilderness 
Preservation System to discriminate against this segment of our society. 


In conclusion, CCA appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the Craig 
District Draft Wilderness EIS, The CCA would appreciate the opportunity to 


review and comment on the Final Wilderness EIS Document. 


Due to the 


aforementionod comments and conoerns, CCA cannot support and is opposed to the 11-24 
Bull Canyon, Willow Creok, Skull Creck and Platte River Contiguous Wilderness 
Study Areas being designated Wilderness Arons, 


Sinoorely, 
Wraght Mek Hew 
T. Wright Dickinson, Chairman 


Foderal Lands Committee 
Colorado Cattlomen's Association 
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displace wildlife and ask for substantiation of this displacement 
of wildlife to bo noted in the previously cited Wilderness documents 
and the Final Wilderness EIS, f 

b) Due to the language contained in the Wilderness Management Policy 
handbook, CCA recommends that the Final Wilderness EIS document 
specifically define what range improvements and habitat manipulation 
that bonefit wildlife and that may even be necessary to maintain WW 
existing wildlife population levels, or that are necessary to 
preserve and protect the land resource from overuse by wildlife, will 
or will not be allowed in Wilderness. For instance, existing 
reservoirs that have not been historically maintained could not be 
repaired or enhanced to benefit waterfowl or wildlife. Also, 
chaining and use of non-native plant species that could enhance 
wildlife habitat could not be used. 


c) The CCA recommends that the BLM clearly define the criteria that they 
are using for determining what are unnecessary range improvements, | 
whether or not range improvements have been maintained or kept up, A bil 
and what happens to improvements that are destroyed and need to be 
replaced after wilderness designation. 


d) In addition, CCA recommends that during Development of Wilderness 
Management Plans, the BLM contact the affected permittees and work 
with them in identifying all range improvement projects, and the 14) 
period, the type and amount of maintenance that each permittee feels 
is necessary for them to adequately maintain those projects. 


8. The CCA is very concerned at what appears to be an attempt to expand the 
boundaries of the three Wilderness Study Areas mentioned earlier from the 1 
boundaries that identified in 1980, by proposing acquisition of adjacent 
Colorado State Trust Land. 


Conversations with Greg Goodenow indicated that only those lands that lie 
within the proposed wilderness boundaries and are acquired will become 
wilderness, Due to the fact that only complete sections would be acquired, 
that portion of the sections that are acquired which lie outside the 
proposed wilderness boundary will become non-wilderness BLM lands. CCA W 
recommends that the Final EIS Document contain language to state exactly 
what will happen to the acquired lands. 








9. The CCA agrees with the authors that designation of these tilderness areas 
would not help the balance of the geographic distribution of wilderness 
due to the proximity of the potential and existing wilderness areas within 
200 miles. Especially since three of these areas ars located about 7 11) 
miles south of the 240,000 acre Dinosaur National Monument, which is 
already administratively endorsed as wilderness, and is representative of 
the Rocky Mountain Forest, Juniper-Pinyon Ecosystem, Furthermore, there 
are according to the Wilderness Technical Supplement, 15 existing 


Joan Hoffmann 
“0075 RCR #1G 
Steamboat Spqgs., Co. BO4B7 
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Craig District DEIS - Page 2 


TROUBLESOME -- We recommend that the entire 8,250 acre WSA 

be designated as wilderness. As stated on page 3-66 of the 

DEIS, the Troublesome WSA has outstanding opportunities for 
solitude, and recreational opportunities considered outstanding 
for the Kremmling Resource Area. Further, the area's rugged 
mountainous terrain, high quality riparian habitat, deer and 4 =3 
elk populations, old growth subalpine forests, and proximity 

to the Denver metropolitan area (a three- to five-hour drive) | 
would make this WSA an important and beautiful addition to 

the state's wilderness system. 


BLACK MOUNTAIN -- This WSA is also one of the most accessible 
in Colorado (two and one-half hours from Grand Junction, and 
five hours from Denver and Salt Lake City). As with the 
Troublesome WSA, we feel strongly that wilderness areas near 
metropolitan areas with over one million people are important. 
The few we have now are overused. 


13: 
Elk and golden eagles are found here, and the area is critical 
habitat for muledeer. Why does the BLM recommend "No 
Wilderness,” given the lack of conflicts associated with 

these 9,932 acres? 

WINDY GULCH -- Again, few conflicts to wilderness designation 
exist for this large area. Outstanding wilderness character- 
istics do exist, as do populations of golden eagles, elk, 

and deer (for which the area is critical winter habitat). 

Page 3-40 of the DEIS lists some of the outstanding oppor- 1 
tunities available in these 12,274 acres, including numerous 
draws and dense vegetation, high ridgetops providing numerous 
vistas, and ample room for “individuals to be dispersed 

within the unit." Like Troublesome and Black Mountain, Windy 
Gulch is within several hours of populous areas (Grand Junction 
Denver, and Salt Lake City). 


If designated as wilderness with the Black Mountain area, 
greater recreational opportunities would also exist, since 
Black Mountain would provide legal public access to Windy Gulch. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Craig District 
DEIS. We hope our recommendations will be given careful 
consideration, and look forward to receiving the final EIS. 


Sincerely, 


Brune Catly 


Joanne Carter 
Regional Associate 






Wilderness EIS-Project Manager 
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11 January 1990 


Mr. Greg Goodenow 

Wilderness EIS Project Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Mr. Goodenow: 


Please accept the following comments on the Craig District 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 


We thank you for recommending wilderness designation for 

the following Wilderness Study Areas: Bull Canyon, Willow 

Creek, Skull Creek, and the Platte River Contiguous. We 13-1 
do believe that the Willow Creek and Skull Creek WSAs should 

be combined, however, since much of the road once separating 

the two areas has returned to a natural condition. Also, 

we would like to see the BLM address water rights in Bull 

Canyon, since the area is a downstream wilderness area. 


The Wilderness Society strongly disagrees with the BLM's 
recommendations against wilderness designation for the Oil 
Spring Mountain, Troublesome, Black Mountain, and Windy 
Gulch WSAs. Our comments on these four areas follow. 


OIL SPRING MOUNTAIN -- The DEIS states that, if designated 

as wilderness, up to two-thirds of the WSA would be lost 

due to oil and gas exploration and development, since leases 
predate the Federal Land Management Policy Act of 1976. 
Without wilderness designation, however, the 17,740 acre area 13- 
will certainly be lost -- and that is all the more reason to 
reverse the BLM recommendation. We are concerned, too, with 
the omission of black bear as a species occurring in the area. 
According to Colorado Division of Wildlife staff in the 

Grand Junction District, black bear do occur in the area, 
along with deer and elk. The presence of these important 
species is, on its own, a significant reason for wilderness 
designation. 


CENTRAL ROCKIES REGION 
777 GRANT STREET, SUITE 606, DENVER, COLORADO #1207 


(M9) RIY- 1175, 
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The Colorado Mountain Club 


2530 West Alameda Avenue Denver, Colorado 80219 
922-8315, Trip Sign-ups, 9-2, M-F; 7-9 pm., M, T. Th. 
922-8976, Business Calis Only, 9-5, M-F. 
922-3708, General Information, 24 Hours. 





January 11, 1990 


Bureau of Land Management 
Craig District office 

455 Emerson St. 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Project Manager: 


I am writing on behalf of the Colorado Mountain Club and its 7000 
members in 14 groups around the state. We are the oldest 
environmental group in the state and our members have a keen 
interest in existing and proposed new Wilderness areas, We have 
spent a great deal of time in the last decade working with the 
Forest Service, whose holdings generally encompass areas of greater 
concern to our members, so these comments tend to reflect an 
evaluation of the document in the context of USFS standards and 
completeness. 


You are to be commended for recommending some of the areas for 
Wilderness designation. We feel strongly that all of them are best 


recommended for Wilderness designation and that more thorough . 14-1 
analysis would make that apparent in each case. We further 
recommend that Willow Creek and Skul]. Creek be combined into a | 


single unit. 


A few general comments first: 


1) 


2) 


3) 


The pervading feeling in reading this document is that it is a 
commodity analysis, not an EIS. A whole spectrum of 

environmental issues have not even been touched upon, while 14-2 
the commodity analysis seems shallow and unrealistic. 1 


Throughout the document, there are few if any rationales given 

for conclusions reached or values used in analysis. The 14-3 
public needs substantially more meat in such an important j 
study. 


While I am sure you agonized over the document structure, I 

would much prefer to see it organized ninety degrees to the 
present, By this I mean that there should be individual 

chapters for each candidate area with the present chapter 14-4 
heading subheads in each chapter. It would be much easier to [ 
get an understanding of each area this way. 


Groups: Aspen * Boulder ® Denver ¢ Denver Juniors * Denver Wilderness 
A kids ® El Pueblo © Enos Mills © Fort Collins * Glenwood 
Longs Peak & Pikes Peak * San Juan © Western Slope 
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The rest of these comments are particularly concerned with the 
Troublesome area but may be extended by inference to the other 
areas as well. I have had long and enjoyable personal experiences 
with the Troublesome area and so feel very comfortable speaking to 
it. 


The Troublesome WSA should be recommended for Wilderness 
designation. It is a large unique area in the mid-elevations that 
has outstanding wilderness characteristics. These will be lost 


with no corresponding gains under all alternatives but the 1 
Wilderness alternative. The currently recommended alternative 4-5 
maximizes deleterious effects with the only benefits some very 

below cost timber sales, further range deterioration through 

increased allotments, and unneeded increased desecration via 


vehicular use. 


1) The supply of roads for recreational use vastly exceeds demand ] 
according to all the USFS plans. We certainly do not need new 14-6 
roads here. ‘ 


2) The intent of the Wilderness Act does not require additional | 
accesses and none should be created. Wilderness is preserved 
for its wildness, not principally for its use a recreational 14-7 
park. In fact there is something slightly ludicrous in the 
argument that additional access provides for additional | 
solitude. 


3) The current range condition is poor to fair, so the minor work 
proposed as range improvements with concomitant increases in 
allotment are counterproductive. The goal should instead be 
to bring all the range back to good to excellent condition. 14-8 
This is best achieved by reducing or eliminating the current 
allotments. Since all grazing permits are below cost subsidy 
items, it is indefensible to spend taxpayer money subsidizing 
range deterioration as is now being done. 





4) The logging proposed is not properly analyzed. First, it 
would be way below cost and thus represent another subsidy to 
an industry that does not need it. Second, the soils in the 
area are so unstable and slick from bentonite content that 
road costs would be enormous and contribute much more salt and 
sediment than the optimistic guess in the EIS. Third, the EIS 14-9 
should recognize and incorporate the new USFS guidelines and 
policies on roadless and old-growth forests. Particularly the 
old growth has been recently recognized as much more valuable 
left as is. A huge amount of effort is being spent, 
particularly with the Forest Service, on protecting the 
remaining roadless areas in Colorado from being roaded and 
turned into fragmented tree farms. 


5) Wildlife values are treated inadequately. The studies cited 44-10 
were for a much larger area and represent only statistical 
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Land and Water Fund of the Rockies 
1405 Arapahoe Ave., Suite 200 
Boulder, CO 80302 


(303) 444-1188 
January 19, 1990 


Wilderness EIS - Project Manager 
BLM - Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO 81625 


Re: Wilderness Designation of WSAs in Craig District, Colorado 


To Whom It May Concern: 


It has recently come to our attention that the BLM has = 
recommended four new areas for wilderness designation in th€ 43 | 
Craig District of northwest Colorado. We epplaud this move to 
protect these areas (Bull Canyon, Willow Creek, Skull Creek ana 1571 
the Platte River Contiguous) which contain the cliffs and 

canyons that have always been such an integral part of the 

Colorado landscape. It is especially important to include areas 

in our wilderness preservation system such as the Platte River 
Contiguous that expand upon already protected areas, Expanding 

the size of any area typically will increase its capacity to 
function as a complete ecosystem and to sustain itself over a 

long period of time. 


We would like to strongly encourage you to include four other 
areas in your wilderness recommendations to Congress. All are 
equally worthy of preservation as the four that you have 
recommended. 011 Spring Mountain dominates the landscape 
southwest of Rangely, Colorado, and offers incredible views of 
nearby ranges including the Uintahs and Cathedral Bluffs. It 
includes various vegetative communities from Douglas fir and 
aspen forests to sagebrush steppes. Troublesome, north of 15-2 
Kremmling, consists of rugged mountainous terrain containing 
lodgepole pine, spruce/fir and aspen forests. This variety of 
vegetation is enhanced by the existence of riparian habitat along 
Troublesome and Rabbit Ears Creeks and a fungi/lichen echotone 

on the numerous rock outcrops in the area. Black Mountain and 
Windy Gulch, both west of Meeker, are dominated by a series of 
mesas and sheer-walled canyons. Pinyon-juniper forests, Gambel's 
oak, sagebrush and native grasses are the main types of 
vegetation, 


Few, if any, conflicts would arise if Black Mountain and Windy 

Guich were designated as wilderness. There are no good reasons | 
why these lands should not be included in the recommendations to 
Congress. With regards to Oil Spring Mountain and Troublesome, 18-3 
Plans for oil and gas development and off-road motorized use are I. 
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data rather than real data. There is a lot of evidence of 

more animals there than estimated. There is no mention of the 
variety of other species in this area which are there because 
it is roadless. Bears, lions, eagles, ferrets to name a few. J 


elevation type that the Troublesome represents. The table in 
the appendix that purports to show similar areas is much too 
coarse. The areas listed are primarily the high altitude rock 
and ice alpine wildernesses that have just a bit of the 
Troublesome ecosystem. The comparison should more accurately 14-11) 
represent the Troublesome mix of lodgepole, aspen, spruce/fir | 


6) There are very few wilderness areas that are of the mid- | 
| 
(em | 


and meadow and only compare it to substantial existing blocks 
within other wilderness areas. This will show the Troublesome 
to be much more unique. 


7) There should be a much more careful analysis of the real 
roadless extent when the area is considered along with the 
adjacent roadless national forest land. While the area is 14-42 
large enough to be viable by itself it is much more valuable t ! 
when its true ecological extent is considered. 


8) Access is presently available through the Forest land from the14= 
north. { 


9) National goals of biodiversity are not considered. 14-14 


Sincerely yours, 


BN CEES Ss 


David Robertson 
Conservation Committee Chairman 
Colorado Mountain Club 


an unnessecary threat to these unique areas of northwest Colorado 
and are insensitive to fragile ecosystems. Colorado is 
privileged to encompass an incredible variety of landscapes and 
ecosystems. If we are to ensure that our land is adequately 
preserved for future generations to enjoy, we must make sure that 
we protect the full range of terrain, vegetation and wildlife. 


Finally, we urge you to combine Skull Creek and Willow Creek into 
a single wilderness area, The road that once separated these two 
units is in a state of disrepair and is no longer used. Much of 
the road has returned to a natural condition. Both of these 
areas would benefit greatly from being joined together since it 184 | 
would allow them to be monitored as a single ecosystem and would, 

as we mentioned above, increase their ability to be self | 
sustaining over time. 


Thank you for your recommendation of the four Wilderness Study 
Areas for wilderness designation. But please do not stop there 
in your efforts to preserve our unique Colorado lands. Please 
include in your recommendations the additional four areas which 1 
encompass the variety of terrain for which we are so well known. 5-5 | 


Yours Truly, 
Combs 0 64> 


Cynthia P. Coffin 
Research Assistant 





16 


ep pera ey 
HW Fi -2 P21 


Pik, Pinte, es tetra 


PreieGd, wt d Gued 
January 20, 1990 


D. Curtis Smith 

United States Dept. of Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
White River Resource Area 

Box 976 

Mecker, Colorado 81641 


Dear Curt, 


At this time, Rio Blanco County Stockgrowers Association wants 

to go on record as being oppossed to any further expansions or 
increases in WILDERNESS AREAS on B. L. M. Lands in the White 

River Resource Area. 16-1 


We support the multi-use concept all ready in existance, the rules 
and laws all ready in place and your management of these areas-- | 
past and present. We feel that beneficial use to all far out- 
weighs DESIGNATED WILDLRNLSS, 


Respectfully, 
a eae) 
David W. Smith, 


Secretary-Treasurer, 
Rio Blanco County Stockgrowers Assoc. 


) 


( Dh : at ert 
“~ Darry tout, President 


Rio Blanco County Stockgrowers Assoc. 
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Wilderness EIS - Project Manager cee es 
Bureau of Land Management 

Craig District Office 

455 Emerson ST Spe rhe: 
Craig, CO 61625 





Dear Sir: 


Following are my comments on the Craig District Draft 
Wilderness Environmental Impact Statement. As a recreational 
user of many of these areas, I'm disturbed to see many flaws in 
the draft EIS, both for specific areas and in the general way 
that evaluations were performed. The effect of the flaws is to 18-9 
call for the designation of less wilderness than is justified. I 
believe that proper consideration of each area would result a | 
proposed action of all wilderness for every study area. 


General flaws: 

1) Wildlife values. The list of species considered for 
wildlife values is too small. There are many other important 
species besides deer, elk, bear and golden eagle. Particularly 
important is to choose at least one species from each ecological 4 
zone. It is an major oversight that no species characteristic of 
the pinyon-juniper zone were chosen for consideration, since much 
of the area being considered is pinyon-juniper forest. Also 
notable by their absence are all reptiles, all bird species 
except eagle, mountain lion, bobcat, and beaver. 


non-motorized will not change if the WSAs are not designated as 
wilderness. From a non-motorized user, let me assure you that it 
ain't so. For example, the Windy Gulch WSA assessment states 

that “opportunities for primitive forms of recreation would be 8-3 
lost", but also makes the contradictory assertion that 

"recreational use is expected to remain at current levels." The 
result of this incorrect assumption is that the recreational use 
penalties of non-designation are not considered. 


2) Recreational use. The draft ZIS improperly assumes that | 


3) Water quality. The draft EIS fails to consider the | 
combined effects of non-designation of several WSAs. The net 

effect of non-designation of Windy Gulch (1640°0.2-0.6 tons), 18-4 
Black Mountain (500°0.5-1.8 tons) and O11 Spring mountain (220 

tons) is roughly 1,500 tons per year of increased sediment into 

the White River. Actions which are individually small can add up 

to significant impacts. 


4) Air quality. The WSA's are within a short distance of a 
number of areas that are non-attainment areas for total suspended 
particulates or have been in the past few years. These sreas 
include Alamosa, Delta, Eagle, Garfield, Gunnison, Mesa, Moffat, 


Pitkin, Rio Blanco, and Routt counties (Colorado Air Quality 18-8 


Control Commission, reports to the public]. Given that suspended 
particulates are a significant health problem in the area of the ] 


6 - 123 
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WSA, it is imperative that fugitive dust from chaining and oil 
and gas activities be considered in the assessment. 


5) Economics. The draft EIS places too low of an economic 
value on wilderness values. A case in point: for Windy Gulch, 
wilderness values would be lost on 12,274 acres. With “no impact 
on mineral resources," the only counterbalancing value to 
designation is the increase of yearly AUMs from 879 to 1,071. At 
current leasing rates of less than $2.00 per AUM, this translates 
into a value of less than 32 cents per acre for lost wilderness 


values (net present value, calculated for 30 years at 9% 

interest). If it would make the difference for wilderness 18-6 
declaration, I would personally raise enough money to pay more 

than the net present value of the additional grazing fees. All 

this, of course, does not count that wilderness is less costly to 


BLM than maintaining roads. 


200 miles of the SMSAs in Colorado. These need to be categorized 
into wilderness areas with similar opportunities for solitude, 


6) Other wilderness areas: Appendix B lists areas within 
Most of the areas in Tables B-1 to B-3 (e. g. Indian Peaks | 


Wilderness) do not offer opportunities for solitude that are 18-7 
comparable to even the most used portions of the WSAs considered 
in the draft EIS. The WSAs considered here are truly unique in 


their opportunities for wilderness recreation, 


7) The dratt EIS faile to consider evidence that the 
possible oil and gas reserves are not economically viable. For 
011 Spring Mountain WSA, the draft EIS states "drilling in the 
WSA has not kept up with the surrounding areas." This is prima 
facie evidence that the possible reserves are not considered 18-8 
economic, The reasons given, that WSA and wilderness status hae 
discouraged exploration, have not stopped exploration in other 
areas. Given the duty to shareholders of oi] companies, lack of 
drilling can only be taken as evidence that any possible reserves 
are not viable. 


Overall, it is clear that the report is in error to the side 
of recommending less wilderness than is justified. I urge that | 
all of the WSAs considered in the draft EIS be submitted for 
wilderness designation. 


Sincerely, 


2 hea, Fi DL: ote, 


Daniel Murphy 
732 Ithaca Dr. 
Boulder CO 80303 
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|’ Please make this letter a part of the permanent record: 
' November 24, 1989 


‘To: Wilderness EIS~ Project Manager 
BLM Craig District Office 
455 Emerson Street 
Craig, Colo 81625 


I want to thank the BLM for recommending Wilderness areas as follows. 
1. Bull Canyon 
2. Willow Creek 
3. Skull Creek 
/ 4. Platte River Contiguous 


| I also want to insist that you include these following areas in your 
' recommendation to Congress. 

1. Oil Spring Mountain 

2. Troublesome 

| 3. Black Mountain 
| 4. Windy Gulch 


I urge you to join Skull Creek & Willow Creek wilderness study areas into 
One proposed wilderness area. 


Colorado continues to be very tourist oriented. Many visitors come to 
Colorado seeking the kind of wilderness experience & scenic vistas that 
few other places have access to & it is good economical sense for 
Colorado to continue to set aside lands in a preserved & natural setting. 
As good stewards of the land we must continue to care for the land & not 
allow development to exist in these special places of wilderness. 


Sincerely, 
/ 4 
” u fg Qf 
Jan liose 


21249 Wighway 82 
Basalt, Colo 81621 
303-927-3448 





6 - 137 


\ 

g 

\ 
\ 
> 


7 
PRS 
‘ 


Dic. sce. 
PO. Boy 2023 
Bo Vis, Co BTL 


63 


ROB ELLIS 
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November 25, 1989 


Wilderness EIS - Project Manager 
BLM = Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


Dear Project Manager, 


‘ I am writing concerning the recently released Craig District 
Draft Wilderness EIS. Looking at a map, the Craig District of 
the BLM encompasses a wide area with a great variety of geologi- 
cal formations and plant communities. It must have been dif- 
ficult to evaluate this area for Wilderness recommendations. I 
appreciate the work you have done on this EIS. 


First of all, I would like to thank you for including the 
Platte River Contiguous area in your recommendations, This will 
definitely increase the wildness of the Platte River Wilderness 
and prevent encroachment by development. Thank you also for 
recommending Bull Canyon, Willow Creek and Skull Creek WSAs for 
Wilderness designation. These areas are essential additions to 
the Wilderness System. One suggestion I have would be to join 
Willow Creek and Skull Creek as one Wilderness area since the 
road dividing them appears to have returned to a natural condi- 
tion. 


I would also urge you to include several other areas in your 
recommendations for wilderness designation. Oil Spring Mountain 
WSA near Rangely is of particular concern and should be desig- 
nated as Wilderness. It is important that we set aside this 
unique mountain in permanent protection. 


The Troublesome WSA near Kremmling should also be designated 
Wilderness. The unique riparian areas found in this WSA must be 
rare in your BLM District and deserve representation in the 
Wilderness System. 

The last two areas I would urge you to include in your 
recommendations are Black Mountain and Windy Gulch near Meeker. 
These are magnificent canyon areas much deserving of protection. 
Since there are few conflicts with designation, it makes sense to 
recommend their designation while you can before conflicts arise. 


Again, thank you for your hard work in studying these areas 
and for your recommendations. I hope you will reconsider the 
areas I mentioned above. Thank you for your time. 


3h. Uf 
arf, tto 

170 County Road 114 

Idaho Springs, Colorado 80452 


Sires 
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Nov. 28, 1989 


To: Wilderness EIS Project Manager 
B.L.M. - Craig District Office 

455 Emerson St. 

Craig, Co. 81625 


To Whom It Concerns: 


Thank you for your recommendation of the Bull Canyon, 
Platte River Contiguous, Willow Creek, and Skull Creek 
for Wilderness designation. 


As a person who finds wilderness our most precious 
resource, both for future generations, and the preservation 
of our planet, I applaud the Bureau of Land Management 
for contributing these areas for wilderness study. 


Please continue your efforts by also designating 
O11 Spring Mountain, Troublesome, and Black Mountain/Windy Gulch 
areas as designated wilderness. 


By joining the Skull Creek and Willow Creek WSAs 
into one proposed wilderness area, the road separating the 


two will continue to return to its natural state, and 
improve the quality of both areas. 


Again, thank you for your support of wilderness areas. 
Our actions today determine future conditions. 


Sincerely, - 
Yap Sam poor 
Wynne Simpson 

115 Pika Rd. 


Boulder, Co 
80303 
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3505 W. 39th Ave. 
Denver, CO 80211 
November 27, 1989 
wilderness EIS - Project Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Craig District Office 
455 Emerson st. 
Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Sir: 


I understand that the Bureau has recently recommended 
for wilderness designation Bull Canyon, Willow Creek and Skull 
Rape near Dinosaur. I want to thank the Bureau for doing 
this. 


I would also like to recommend that Oil Spring 
Mountain and Troublesome, north of Kremmling; and Black Mountain 
and Windy Gulch, west of Meeker, be included, as well worth 
wilderness designation. Also, that the Skull Creek and Willow 
Creek wilderness study areas be joined into one area, since the 
road that separated these two units is in a state of disrepair, 
no longer used, and the road has returned to a natural 
condition. 


If the preferred management alternative is resorted to 
for the Troublesome unit, off-road motorized vehicle use would 
increase from 10 to 1,000 user days per year. This would be a 
tragedy, to say the least. 


I would appreciate my comments being considered at the 
hearing in January. 


Yours t Y, 
BA phen fae 


Mrs. rraine Lane 
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2704 Virginia Drive 
Loveland CO 80538 
November 27, 1989 


Wilderness EIS - Project Manager 
BLM - Craig District Office 

455 Emerson St. 

Craig, CO 31625 


Dear Project Manager: 


As a fairly recent Coloradoan and a life-long wilderness 
enthusiat, I am delighted that the BLM ite recommending four 
wilderness etudy areas for wilderness designation. That 
recommendst:on i¢ am excellent one, snd 311 Coloradoans thank rou 
for it. However, there are several other wilderness study areas 


which must also be included for their protection and ever rone’s 
benefit... today and tomorrow, 


These areas include Oi! Spring Mountain with its rich variety of 
vegetation, Troublestome, Black Mountain and Liindy Gulch. Also 
the Skull Creek and Willow Creek wilderness study areas should be 
combined into one proposed wildernez<e area since much of the road 
which ance divided these tuio hae basically returned ta # natural 
etate,. 


Thank vou for helping preserve Colorado’s riches —- something 
which i& essential and tomething which mat> peaple take for 
granted until they are gone. We all cwe vou a debt of gratitude. 


incerely, 
(pt stas Ju rmaa att 


Wadi th 2uthwal 
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November 28, 1989 


Wilderness EIS - Project Manager 
BLM - Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


Dear Sir or Madam: 

I would like to thank you for your recommendation of the Bull 
Canyon, Willow Creek, Skull Creek and the Platte River Contiguous 
areas for Wilderness Study Areas. These areas contain rock 
formations and vistas that are unique to the west and need to 

be protected. 

However, there are additional areas I strongly urge that you 

add to your recommendation. The Oil Spring Mountain, Troublesome 
and Black Mountain areas are wonderful, unique areas that need 
protection. 

We have seen all to often what happens to beautiful wilderness 
areas that are open to oil and gas development, logging and off- 
road vehicles. They suffer damage that can be either irraparable 
or will take generations to be returned to its precious natural 
state. Our children and their children deserve to have the 
beautiful Colorado that we have today, 

Please help to protect these wonderful parts our state that are 
80 easily destroyed. Colorado is surely one of the nation's 

most diverse, unique and spectacular states, help us keep it 

that way. 

Sincerely, 

Pam Miqueloh]} Vallieres 


28648 Buffao Park Rd. 
Evergreen, Colorado 80439 
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486 Mesa Verde 
Carbondale, CO 81623 
November 30, 1989 


Wilderness EIS - Project Manager 
BLM - Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Sir: 


First, we want to commend the BLM for recommending wilderness 
designation for Bull Canyon, Willow Creek, Skull Creek and the Platt River 
Contiguous. 


We also urge that the BLM also consider wilderness recommendation for 
the following areas: 


O11) Spring Mountain (17,740 acres) - in danger of being swallowed up by oi] 
and gas development. 


Troublesome (8,250 acres), at potential for being over-run by off-road 
motorized venicles. 


Black Mountain (9,932 acres and Windy Gulch (12,274 acres), which at the 
moment do not seem to be in conflict with development plans. 


All these areas have wilderness values which we feel need to be preserved 
for future generations, so that unspolled views and native vegetation may 
be a part of their expertence. 


Sin urs, 
ayy 
(Ge Z 
FZ : 
pauvond Virgint 
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I am writ to thank your agency for their approval of 4 new wilder- read t 

ness areas for our Pea nn Such a recommendation shows foresight and Anis-5 a o ne 

concern for our children and their children. 

Please consider also igetaeric Oil Spring Mountain, Troublesome, and 


Black Mountain in your proposa It is also a good idea to join the 
Skull Creek and Willow Creek oe s while we have a chance. 


Dear Sir: 


Only by setting aside this acreage now can we give future Coloradoans 


the opportunity to have a say. They can always be developed later - Yo Sl oe 5 940 rag Asa 
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| Limee Lamunabte to attend one of your hearings 
Dear S : pie eee Tut Bibe +o f it ovwd 
ear Sir, eves £ ud ae dag Aixerds, 

I'd like to express my support and say thanks for the B.L.M.‘'s 
recommendation of Bull Canyon, Willow Creek, Skull Creek and Platte 


River Contiguos for Wilderness status. i bho if eee ay Dwers I uno 


As as extensive traveler of the Southwest, I feel very strongly 
that the decisions which will be made in regard to W.S.A's are of 
exteme importance, I support fully the recommendation to Congress of 
Oil Sping Mountain, Troublesome, Black Mountain and Windy Gulch as 
Wilderness area’s, in addition to the four area's mentioned above, 

In the years ahead, impact on our Public Lands will most likely 
be even more severe than ever as more peoplé take part in more and 
more activities in area's previously unkown or inaccessible. 

I would like to see as much of our Fite? Public Lands as possible 
designated as wilderness.Now! I urge you to recommend all these area's 
to Congress for Wilderness Status. 


Thank y 
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December 6, 1989 


Wilderness EIS Project Manager 
BLIM--Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO 81625 


Re: Wilderness Designations, Colorado 


Dear Project Managers 


I am writing to comment on your wilderness designation 
recommendations. As an introductory matter, I can say that I am 
a member of the Wilderness Society and the Sierra Club and I 
support their positions on this issue. 


I am encouraged and pleased to see that you have recommended 
four WSAs for wilderness designation; this is certainly a 
positive step. I also urge you to recommend the Oil Spring 
Mountain, Troublesome, Black Mountain, and Windy Gulch WSAs for 
designation. Finally, I support joinder of the Skull Creek and 
Willow Creek WSAs. 


I appreciate your consideration of ay views. 


Best regards, 


cA D. Benson 





RDB: rd 
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December 8, 1989 (eee eee LSet 


Wilderness EIS - Project Manager Meret. PI 
Bureau of Land Management 

Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO 681625 


Dear Project Manager: 


Regarding the Draft Wilderness Environmental Impact Statement, we would 
like to make several comments. First, we applaud the BLM for recommending 
the following four WSA's for Wilderness designation: Bul! Canyon, Willow 
Creek, Skull Creek and the Platte Kiver Contiguous. 


Second, we encourage the BLM to include the following other areas in the 
wilderness recommendation to Congress: Oi! Spring Mountain, Troublesome, 
Black Mountain and Windy Gulch. These areas are significant ecosystems which 
demand preservation through the wilderness designation. 

Last, we are of the opinion that the Willow Creek and Skul! Creek WSA's 
should be combined as one wilderness area. Because the separating road is in 
disrepair and unused, one larger wilderness unit seems to make sense. 

We ask your help in preserving the above noted areas through the 
Wilderness designation. Future generations need to experience: these areas 
in their pristine state. Your recommendation to Congress will be greatly 
appreciated. 


meniaig. 


hat she Ly “yp bones (aang Wyse 


Dor’ and ead Steger 
5445 Mule Deer Drive 
Colorado Springs, CO 80919 
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December 9, 1989 


Wilderness EIS - Project Manager 
BLM - Craig District Office 

455 Emerson street 

Craig, Colorado 81626 


Dear Sirs and Madames: 


Last June I joined a party of the Colorado Section of the Sierra 
Club in tramping through WSA's in the northwest Colorado area. 

On our first day as we started into the wilderness a golden cagle 
took off in front of us and soared overhead. How often have you 
experienced the flight of an eagle? In fifty years of mountain- 
eering and backpacking I have only once - - last summer in 
Colorado. It is an experience that I will cherish into the last 
days of my life. But with it came a sense of great loss. For I 
believe that in the great many trips that I have taken away from 
urbanization I should have had this experience many times. And 
yet, only once. The truth is that civilization has pushed the 
habitat of eagles and other magnificent creatures into smaller 
and smaller enclaves, and in most cases, has pushed them out of 
existence. The areas such as northwest. Colorado, where one can 
still experience the thrill of our original heritage, are 
vanishing. 

I can understand the needs of civilization for producing food and 
materials for the wellbeing of society, and these needs will nec- 
esusarily infringe on the once great wilderness that this conti- 
nent embodied. But as we grow more aware of the destructive 
aspects of modern society, we need to increase our efforts to 
preserve those wilderness areas that still exist from any but the 
most essential incursions. Let us restrict our interaction to 
those on foot who come only to enjoy and appreciate, who do not 
threaten and anihilate, and who prefer to maintain some small 
domicile for threatened species. In Northwest Colorado we can 
still find some small but significant reminder of the magnifi- 
cence that once spanned this entire continent. It must be 
preserved. 

I wish to commend and‘thank the BLM for the important impact they 
have had in recommending the preservation of wilderness areas 
such as Bull Canyon, Willow Creek, Skull Creek, and the Platte 
River. But much more can be done. Let us push to include in 
addition the following areas to be recommended as Wilderness: Oil 
Spring Mountain, Troublesome, Black Mountain, and Windy Gulch. 
Why not join Skull Creek and Willow Creek into one? I have 
walked in beauty and been renewed by these very areas. I hope 
that it will still be possible for my yet to be born grand- 
children to do the same. 


Sincerely, 


Pte fuss 


Walter D. Jones 
8545 Renown Drive 
San Diego, California 92119 
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Karen R. Wharton 
Eugene F. DeMayo 
11684 Ranch Elsie Road 
Golden, CO 80403 


Wilderness EIS - Project Manager 
BLM - Craig District office 

455 Emerson street 

Craig, CO 81625 


December 9, 1989 


Dear Project Manager, 


As Coloradoans who*prefer that this arpa fib: dwindling wild 
areas remain quiet and undisturbed by logging, oil] and gas 
development and off-road vehicle use, we are writing to 
thank you for recommending the Bull Canyon, Platte River 
Contiguous, Willow Creek and Skull Creek areas for 
Wilderness designation. 


We also request that you include the following areas in your 
Wilderness designation recommendations: 011 Spring 
Mountain, Troublesome, Black Mountain and Windy Gulch. 
Additionally, because the road separating the Willow Creek 
and Skull Creek WSAs is no longer used, and much of it has 
already returned to a natural condition, please combine 
these two WSAs. 


Thank you for your consideration of these requests. 
Yours Truly, 


ite 4. Whatn 


Karen R. Wharton 


Capen 2a 


Jeremiah I. Kaplan 


P.O. Box 4 
Boulder, CO 80306 89) 
Wilderness EIS Project Manager 12/9/89 


biM Craig District Office 
455 Emerson St. 
Craig, CO 81652 


Dear Sir/Ms., 


Thank you for including Bul} Canyon, Willow Creek, Skull 
Creek and the Platte River Contiguous Wilderness Study Area in 
your recommendations for wilderness designation. 


I belfeve that the 011 Spring Mountain, Troublesome Mountain 
ang alacy Mountain WSAa should also be recommended for wilderness 
esignation. 


I also believe that the Skull Creek and Willow Creek WSAa 
should be joined into one WSA. The road that once separated 
these areas in in disrepair and is no longer used. Much of it 
has returned to naturla condition, and if the area is designated 
es a single wilderness area, the natural reclamation of ‘he road 
will proceed. 


Siscere}y. 


GON ike ee 
ae Jeremiah I. Kepiinn = 





Wilderness EIS Project Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


December 15, 1989 


RE: OBJECTION TO ANY WILDERNESS DESIGNATION IN MOFFAT COUNTY, COLORADO 
SPECIFICALLY THE AREA UNDER CONSIDERATION FOR WILDERNESS DESIGNATION 
BETWEEN DINOSAUR NATIONAL MONUMENT AND HIGHWAY 40 BY THE BUREAU OF LAND 
MANAGEMENT. 


THE JOB OF THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT (BLM) WHEN IT WAS FOUNDED IN 1946 WAS 
PRIMARILY TO MANAGE GRAZING AND OTHER COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT ON PUBLIC LANDS 
IN THE WEST. WORKING TOWARD RESPONSIBLE MULTIPLE USE AND RECREATION IS A 
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE BLM. THIS RESPONSIBILITY CANNOT BE ACCOMPLISHED THROUGH 
WILDERNESS DESIGNATION. THE CRITERIA USED BY THE BLM ARE NOT PRESENT FOR 
WILDERNESS DESIGNATION OF LAND IN MOFFAT COUNTY WHEN THIS DESIGNATION COULD 
VERY WELL BRING ABOUT THE FOLLOWING RESULTS: 


1. THE DEFINITION OF WILDERNESS AS DEFINED IN THE 1964 WILDERNESS ACT IS "AN 
AREA UNTRAMPLED BY MAN, WHERE MAN HIMSELF IS A VISITOR WHO DOES NOT 
REMAIN." WILDERNESS DESIGNATION FOR MOFFAT COUNTY LAND WOULD MEAN THAT 
THE LAND REMAIN IN A PRIMITIVE STATE. THIS MEANS, THAT, AMONG OTHER 
RESTRICTIONS, IT WOULD BAN ROADS, VEHICLES, AND POWER TOOLS. ACCESS BY 
FOOT OR HORSE BACK ONLY WOULD BE ALLOWED, AND THESE ACTIVITIES ARE 
RESTRICTED, EX. AS TO HOW MANY HORSES. GRADUALLY PUBLIC ACCESS AND 


VISITOR USE WOULD ALMOST ENTIRELY BE ELIMINATED. 


I THINK IT SHOULD BE OBVIOUS THAT WE DON'T NEED ANY MORE GOVERNMENT CONTROL IN 
MOFFAT COUNTY. WHOEVER CONTROLS THE LAND CONTROLS THE PEOPLE. LET'S CONTROL 
OUR LAND IN MOFFAT COUNTRY THROUGH RESPONSIBLE, MULTIPLE USE LAND MANAGEMENT. 
MOFFAT COUNTY WILL HAVE NO SAY ON CONTROL OF WILDERNESS DESIGNATED LAND IN 


MOFFAT COUNTY. 


THANK YOU, 


LEE 


HOLMES M. SHEFSTEAD 
P.O. Box 608 
Craig, Colorado 81626 
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2. OIL, GAS AND OTHER MINERAL DEVELOPMENT, VITAL TO THE TAX BASE AND ECONOMY 


OF MOFFAT COUNTY WOULD BE ELIMINATED IN THESE WILDERNESS DESIGNATED AREAS. 
3. WATER RIGHTS AND GRAZING RIGHTS WOULD BE IN JEOPARDY. 


4. MOFFAT COUNTY, ALONG WITH PEOPLE WHO OWN PRIVATE LAND, GRAZING RIGHTS, 
MINING CLAIMS, LEASES, PERMITS AND OTHER EQUITY INTERESTS ADJACENT TO THE 
BOUNDARIES OF THESE FEDERAL WILDERNESS AREAS IN MOFFAT COUNTY COULD FIND 
THEIR INTERESTS IN JEOPARDY, AS AN EXAMPLE, THROUGH EXPANSION OF THE 
WILDERNESS BY CONDEMNATION OR OTHER MEANS; OTHER AREAS FOR WILDERNESS 
EXPANSION ARE ALREADY BEING STUDIED FOR MOFFAT COUNTY, AS AN EXAMPLE, 
LARGE PARTS OF DINOSAUR NATIONAL MONUMENT AND ADJACENT AREAS TO THE NORTH 
OF DINOSAUR NATIONAL MONUMENT. 


5. THIS EXPANSION OF WILDERNESS DESIGNATION COULD VERY WELL ELIMINATE 


AVAILABLE WATER RIGHTS FOR FUTURE DAMS OR RESERVOIRS IN MOFFAT COUNTY. 


THERE ARE ALREADY 1.4 MILLION ACRES OF WILDERNESS DESIGNATED BY CONGRESS FOR 
COLORADO, WITH BLM STUDYING 800,000 ACRES MORE FOR WILDERNESS DESIGNATION, IN 
ADDITION TO 750,000 BEING STUDIED BY THE FOREST SERVICE FOR WILDERNESS 
DESIGNATION FOR COLORADO, AND THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IS SEARCHING FOR MORE. 
HOW MUCH IS ENOUGH? 


AT THE PRESENT TIME THERE ARE ABOUT 123 MILLION ACRES MORE UNDER STUDY FOR 
POSSIBLE WILDERNESS DESIGNATION IN THE UNITED STATES. THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


NOW OWNS OVER ONE THIRD OF ALL THE LAND IN THE UNITED STATES. 
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December 13. 1989 


Wilderness EIS ~ Froiect Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 

Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


Dear Sirs 


I am in favor of designating the four proposed Wilderness 
Study Areas - Bull Canyon, Skull Creek, Willow Creek, and 
the Platte River Contiguous - as wilderness. 


With the world population’s rapid (exponential) rate of 
current and foreseen expansion, plus increasing demands on 
the use of U.S. resources, I believe we must set aside what 
we can now while these lands are still relatively untouched. 
We must protect them from what threatens them the most 

our se) ves. 


Flease recommend that these areas be incorporated as 
wilderness and any olhers that fit the wilderness criteria. 


OL yaa 


Timothy hauenee 
8A Fer oching 
Craig, Coloreda ALAS 
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De TAN We Aver Cae could Aave bee, 
‘2 v90 Ke pihis f az Oe aw’ ‘full XLV Oi whieh 


é: 7 
err OC RAANOIA O6- ths 


Weiie : i com G a 


Why note com She Fea. ey Wie 


iC pé ef LCA, eu Cee ie Vain 


AL A Gee dite 


J re Trouble SO dn ‘a Peary Shral] | Cot PAE 
too Sinai?) be 4 roe eh ge! Bair tu A NL Ce 2 3 
ey Seen pole ule dg mos carvan ly 
Wino Ou Prue aeaevieae lasstheadi ay 
el Aaliele. ite Gay Le ae tS OATS af yovor 
Wed vebiehs are oe oe Oho  @rva_ 

q its jbraod, % b> iy! CoV rLSS charac 

eel; (GEN: ao. Laos do Sor. Cay Sn 
a) shov Qe no: vo {20 CP Bhics 

yewe ( 


-— Save oor trees, ever Alase 


Aron Ha Me 103 
570 ae 

Foulder Co oe 
Wilderness EIS Provect M “ 12/(3/ 37 
GiM, ta Dated office Br 
YSS Emer: 


Cray, CO yib2s 


The following are m comments on the DEIS, 1 
am obs L missed the Wearin in. Lake weod. 

TL have persenalt een WUNowwnCdeclaranad 
Skull Creek WSA'% amd Oil Spring Mountare un mace 
than one cecasion, L detucned vearecly to Ol Spring 
Min. te explore fucther the $acinad ihe Awersa 
deccan observed en my first visit, Noa ¥ Nope. to 
have the oppertuni to Ge back aqaih and see the 
more femote sections of this allucm landscape. 16, 
of all the sAudy areas Covered b the Cravg Dis \riet 
dEIS, only ene Could be recommemdcd fer wilderness 
designation, L am sure thet Ou Spring Mountara WSA 
should be the one chosen. 1 could Spend many 
weeks Sip around Or\ Spiny Maa ) Exper ener ag the 
wide lane Af undiskurcbed habi hats and the 
Creatures thak Awell wy them, and LT ulouldn't 
ence get bered T4 would be a crime ‘bo build 
roads wndo Such «@ place whew us tow ie an island 
surrounded by a Sea of mining Loads (ris5: c1035iN4 


the LE countryside WN Coaseless Waves 


Vy 
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Please acknowledge that Oil Spring Mia. deserves 
protection as Aesiqnatad wilderness. As for the 
pre FLOMA ans leases, E hope they will net " 
per sued. Tn any event dhey do ncl cover the 
kadise study aren and could be chopped out of 
the tecommendad wildscness area if absolutely 
necessary. ay seppedd jhe Boundary Adjustment 
Alternative wih add A ie: fo the scuthwest- 

it applaud oar recommendation for wilderness 
Status for Bul Canyon, Willow Creck and Skull Creek. 
(People tell me Ball Canyon i Very nica, and T have 
seen Skull Creck and laa Ceeck for m sf, as 1 
stated -eacher) As there ave no significant con hic Ling 
interests, this is clearly the right decision. T do 
not understand, however, why you Aid not adopt the 
very qoed idea mentioned 05 « possibility in the DEIS 
namely, to combine Waellow and Skull thto cne area. 
The intervendha ‘road’ is untraveled, as you rtate, and 
“renerting to @ netucal condition” There oppears 4s be 
No Sensible rearen for excluding the cond from the 


’ 


wilderness , yet Me do yest 4hi$ in your recommendedm. 


Why? Also, boundaries jdegll, would Follaw land 
a si and allow for ease ut Matagement, The 
Chenges to Bult ae boundecies reflect this 
knowledee . Chasing theroad” would be extremely 


Aprio priate fiom this Standpoint as well. 
2/4 


Presecvayion. 103 


Black Mountain and Windy Gulch have, 
wn my age meat, No Substantra comE lectin 
uses, and the do prssess siting wilderness 
characteristics, Ty js my understanding 

thet the wilderness review press dvctares 
that wn such situations the study areas 

must be recummended fer wilderness class: Ficatioy, 
Therefore, L see ao juste fication fir the BUM's 
Fe commendation against des iqmetion 


(adn ol 


4/y 


Tn the same ven, wewdn'4 it be start +o adjust 103 
the south m boundory of dhe Willew Creek area 4, 


follow cudges amd stream valleys? 


t Certainly opecre hacking oA the west side of 
Willow Creok WSA and S000 acres of Skull Creek WSK, 
aS suggested wv the “conflict reselution alternative - 

My ‘ sitions of 

Lom heepy ts acte the prepesed aquis t ier 
holdings, inc wd ong aukewerd Aivots alone the perimeter. 

Ln peqacd to the (emacs WA's, T have alse a 
Few Comments to vifer on these. 1 agree with the 
Tecemmenclad tom to designate the Platte River 
Contiqnens Area. This will nicely pound out the 

i of the Plaxte River Wilderness. 

TL suppert the all wilderness alternative for 
the Troublesema WSA, as a Valuable addition 
Ao the cntia uous petential Forest Service 
wilderness. and a5 an atea of exceptional beauty 
om rts own, IT oppose BLM's  tecommendation 
against wilderness. The part wildecaess 
olkecnative 8 especially undesicable, because 


boun 


pactial development would heavily impact the 
scenery ; and the new occess and wilderness 
lesiqnation weuld draw a large flux of 
recreatimal yisitors te behold the freshl 
sprilea pancrama, Timber must be supplied 
fram Somewhere, but it need not come from 


shes high Scent. Wilder ness so deserving of 
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Michael Adams 
Box 231 
Eldorado Spgs, Co 80025 


Jan. 4, 1990 


Wilderness EIS Project Manager 
BLM -- Craig District Office 
455 Emerson St. 

Craig, CO 81625 


I'm writing to give my opinion on the BLM Draft Wilderness Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Craig District. 


The recommendation of Bull Canyon, Willow Creek, Skull Creek and the Platte 
River Contiguous area is certainly a step in the right direction and you 
are to be commended for recommending these areas, However, the abscence 

of Oil Spring Mountain and Troublesome are glaring ommisions and will 
assure the trashing of these wild places by off-road vehicle slobs and 

the rapers and scrapers of the oi] and gas industries, Ninety-eight 
percent of this country has been paved over, ripped up, buried under 

trashy developments and used as garbage dumps. The job of the BLM 

should be to protect the little bit of wild land left under its care 

and not open it up to be wrecked, 


ay a) Q ? 
Michael E. Adams Sita 




















Froject Menoger Micheel Cockrell 105 
Wildernuss EIS F.O, Boy 1255 

BLM, Craig District Frisco, Co, 80/43 

455 k-merson St, 

Craig, CO. 81625 


re: Draft ‘ildvrnous EJS for the Cruig District, 


I note that in the DEIS four ¥SAs ore recommended for Wilderness 
dusignation; 1 commend the BLM for sume, I insist, hovever, that the 
Skull Creek ond Willow Cruek WSAu be joined 48 ony» propoued Vildurness. 
The rosd tht once seyrrated the tro is not used “nd is reverting to 

@ naturé] condition, 


I also note that the BLM has pocsed over ceveral sreas vorthy of desig- 
netion 4s Vilderrese. 1 request that Bluck Mtn. ond Windy Gulch WSAs be 
listed as proposed Yildorness, Both areas qualify, «nd fer, if ony 
conflicts eyist in naming these arouses ¥ilaerness, 


] request thet Cil Spring Mtn, WSA and Troublesome WSA also be included 
as proposed Wilovrness. Views from (11 Spring tn. are eyceptional, 

and the veried vegutition communities have biological and sesthetic 
values, Troublesome also exhibits biological variety, providing 

important habitat, it also is located adjacent to Routt National Forest. 
I mention this because I believe it to be important to keep habitat types 
whole; that is, undivided by roads or by radically different management. 


I insist that the BLM restrict ORV use to a limited number of roads, 

and that ORV use off-road be prohibited acrose District BLM Janda. 

I request this because, as an avid backpacker, I know that motor vehicle 
use off-road snd wild places ure mutually exlusive; the former destroys 
the later}! I request the BLM implement manugement «ctions that promote 
and protect low-impact, primitive recreation ofportunities. 


Very Sincerely, 
PLS oie “ Mees 


Mike Cockrell 
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Jan.9,1989 


2178 T-Rd. 
Cedaredge, Co. 81413 


Project Manager- Wilderness EIS 
BLM - Craig District Office 

455 Emerson St. 

Craig, Co. 81625 


Dear Sir: 


We were very happy to learn that you are recommending four WSAs 
for Wilderness status. Although we get most of our recreation 
operating an orchard, we do spend a lot of time hiking, camping, 
hunting and fishing in the public lands of Colorado and other western 
etates. The great need for more natural areas free from the impacts of 
our increasing population is strikingly obvious as we go to the 
limited areas remaining. 

We urge you to include some additional areas for Wilderness 
designation in your recommendations. The following areas have unique 
wlidernese qualities and should be added to the areas you have already 
recommended: 

1,011 Spring Mountain; 

2, Troublecome; 

3.Black Mountain; 

4,Windy Gulch. 

5.We also hope that you will join the Skull Creek and Willow 
Creek WSAs tnto one recommended area, 

We thank you for your recommendations of additional wilderness 
which {6 so urgently needed tn Colorado and hope that you wlll add the 
additional important areas we have Guggested. 


Youre, truly, 


To nee f mid {2 y ea 
Donna non Willd 244 


“am Ledt hes 


6-151 
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WHITE RIVER CONCIERGE 
Kathleen and Reed Kelley 
P.0. Box 645 
Meeker, CO 61641 
303-878-4666 


Wilderness EIS - Project Manager 8 January 1990 
Bureau of Land Management 

Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear BLM: 


My wife and I recently started this entrepreneurial effort to 
bring people to northwestern Colorado through national and, 
perhaps, international advertising - and to help them arrange the 
type of services they will need for the type of visit they want 
to make to our region. Our business is called "White River 
Concierge”. 


We have reviewed the Craig District (White River and Kremmling 
Resource Areas) Draft Wilderness EIS, and I have personally seen 
a slide presentation given by one of your staff depicting some of 
the scenic beauty and other values of the studied areas. My wife 
has had the good fortune to spend a glorious day hiking the Skull 
Creek drainage with friends. We come away from this analysis 
100% supportive of the recommendation that the Bull Canyon, 
Willow Creek, and Skull Creek areas in Moffat County be desig- 
nated as wilderness. In addition, we see no reason why the Oil 
Springs Mountain, Black Mountain, and Windy Gulch should not also 
be designated, in fact we see every reason why they should be so 
designated! The more special areas, within reason, that we can 
identify and appropriately manage on the otherwise largely amor- 
phous and anonymous public lands in northwest Colorado, the more 
likely we are to attract visitors to this part of the state for a 
longer period of time and for a higher quality experience. The 
total acreage of these six areas can hardly be deemed unreason- 
able in comparison to the total size of the two Resource Areas. 


In our own interest, therefore, and, we believe, in the interest 
of the economic health of the region, we urge BLM to move forward 
in recommending all six of the foregoing areas for wilderness 
status and subsequent designation as such by Congress as quickly 
as possible. 


We appreciate this opportunity to provide our comment on this 
matter. 


a 


ed Kelley, P cipal 


cct The Honorable Timothy E. Wirth 
The Honorable Ben Nighthorse Campbell 
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January 9, 1990 


Wilderness EIS - Project Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 

Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Gentlemen: 


We are the owners of the 620 acres of land located in the 
Southern portion of the Troublesome Wilderness Study Area. It is 
our desire to express our unanimous opinion regarding the three 
choices proposed for the area which surrounds our land. Since we 
are very well-acquainted with that area from hiking and hunting 
the entire study area over the past 17 years we feel it is 
important to present our views to help you in your final 
decision. 


It is our feeling that if any wilderness is assigned to the 
area it should be for Total Wilderness Designation. The intent 
of the Wilderness Act does not require additional accesses; and, 
therefore, none should be created. The land is truly wilderness 
and the best way to maintain its wilderness characteristics is to 
leave it alone and not attempt range improvements. The stream 
banks and surrounding range will improve on their own if the 
number of cattle presently allowed to use the area is reduced. 


The idea of timber harvesting in the area is not logical for 
two basic reacons. First, the timber that is present could not 
be harvested without subsidizing the lumber industry because of 
the low-quality of timber to be obtained; second, the soil in the 
area is such that enormous efforts would be required to place 
suitable roads into the area which, in turn, would mean enormous 
sums of money to construct the roads. It isn’t cost effective; 
and, environmentally, it would be damaging to the area in terms 
of hillside erosion and ultimate silting of Troublesome Creck. 


6-152 , 
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Wilderness EIS - Project Manager 
January 9, 1990 
Page 2 


January 8, 1990 


Hopefully our thoughts will be helpful to you in designating WiuperNess E.1.S.--Provect MANAGER 


the study area to be in Total Wilderness Status. BuREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
455 Emerson St. 


Sincerely, Crarc, CO 81625 
Very truly yours, BeAGASt Re: 
Robert C. Appleman 
Donavon H. Garehime AFTER REVIEWING THE DRAFT WicperNess E.1.S., I] wouLp LIKE TO EXPRESS) 
| 
Earl G. Griffith MY SUPPORT IN DESIGNATING Butt Canyon, Wittow Creek/Skutt Creek q 
Charles E. Rhyne COMBINED, PLATTe River ContiGuous WSAS As WILDERNESS. 1 SUPPORT 
A.O. Saterdal SUCH DESIGNATION FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS: 
James Small 
Fred J. Wuthrich 1. THE INHERENT UNIQUE BEAUTY AND TOPOGRAPHY OF THESE AREAS 
5 YY WARRANT PRESERVATION. 
By: of ¢ 
; Conte, & (Ager 2. DESERT AND HIGH PLAINS APPEAR TO BE THE LEAST REPRESENTED 
TYPES OF TOPOGRAPHIES IN THE COLORADO WILDERNESS INVENTORY. f 


WHAT PERCENT OF TOTAL WILDERNESS !S COMPOSED OF LAND POSSESSING 
DESERT QUALITIES? 


3. GRAZING LEVELS AND/OR LIVESTOCK FORAGE AND USE WOULD REMAIN }! 
AT CURRENT LEVELS THUS MINIMIZING THE RANCHING COMMUNITY y! 
CONFLICTING INTERESTS. WHAT IF ANY ARE THE CONFLICTS HERE? 


4, A MULTIPLE USE POLICY WOULD NOT EFFECTIVELY PROTECT THESE 
AREAS FROM VEHICULAR DESTRUCTION OR OIL AND GAS EXPLORATION. i) 
WHAT EFFECT DOES JUST ONE OIL RIG HAVE ON AIR AND VISIBILITY i! 
QUALITY? WHAT IF 2-3 WELLS WERE TO BE DRILLED? HOW MANY ROADS ||! 
WOULD HAVE TO BE CUT? HOW MUCH OF THE ECOSYSTEM WOULD BE 
DESTROYED? ( 


5. By COMBINING WILLOW AnD Sxutt Creex WSAS, THE ROAD WITHIN THE 
BOUNDARIES WOULD BE PERMITTED TO RETURN TO ITS NATURAL CONDITION, 


IN ADDITION TO MY SUPPORT OF THE ABOVE-MENTIONED WSAS, I ALSO BELIEV 
BLACK MounTAIN,» WINDY GULCH, AND TROUBLESOME WSAS SHOULD BE ADDED TO 
THE WILDERNESS INVENTORY. SPECIFICALLY, THERE ARE LITTLE OR NO 
CONFLICTS IN DESIGNATING THESE PRECIOUS PARCELS OF LAND WILDERNESS. 
MINERAL DEVELOPMENT WOULD BE PRECLUDED, BUT LITTLE OR NO MINERAL 
RESOURCES ARE KNOWN TO EXIST IN THESE AREAS. THEREFORE, WILDERNESS — 
DESIGNATION SEEMS MUST FEASIBLE AND DESIRABLE. FURTHERMORE, THE i 
ANNUAL GRAZING ON ALLOTMENTS WILL REMAIN THE SAME, EVEN IF DESIGNATE | 
WILDERNESS. THEREFORE, WHAT ARE THE CONFLICTS WITH RANCHING, OIL 

& GAS EXPLORATION, MINING, AND FORESTRY IN DESIGNATING BLACK MOUNTAT” 
Winpy GutcH, AND TROUBLESOME WSAS AS WILDERNESS? 


SINCERELY» » | 


Ontibane 


Dace Kruse a 
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January 9, 1990 


: ; ’ David Johnson 
1920 Greenwood 
Pueblo, Colorado 81003 


Wilderness EIS - Project Manager 
BLM - Craig District Office 

455 Emerson St. 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


Dear Sir: BS My It takes Land that La theoretically belonging to all the people « 

I hde I am not too late in writing to have my comments ae (Federal Land) and Limkty ig Lé 40 minimad use. by a select few See ag E 
considered on the DEIS on BLM wilderness in northwest Colorado. ui 2e° There La already vat areas of this ‘state deslgnated aa: Wilderness 
et enenne for recommending Skull Creek, Willow Creek, and Bit J Wildeaness concept Le the opposite of tha Highead and Best, see 

u anyon for Wilderness designation. My only suggestion a i i W. . =p oe : eee ; ? 
for these areas is that Skull Creek and Willow Creek WSA's be ; 2 te Pare eoanee yes Pies Saas 
combined. The road connecting these two drainages has already g Je Wilderness waste renewable neaoun} me i 


deteriorated and has virtually returned to a natural state. 
Little would be required to close it and make the whole area 
roadless and suitable for Wilderness d@signation. 


6. Wilderness oLludes: to areas "Untranmeled by man” and La nok falthful 


Pe In a country famous for’ per-caplta conaumpeLon of all manner of 


I would strongly urge you to reconsider four other WSA's: F ; 





ated Peake Re eee Troublesome and Oil Spring Mountain. r madentad goods, Wilderness La Lnesponslble pa as eget ; A eeuane SEL! 
erstan at conflicting uses exist for Troublesome and Sa Sescatas Jer eo un: ning > ‘ : 
Oil Spring Mountain. However, to the best of my knowledge, ‘ 4 Bal pe a ¢ tthe a ce in hella ae Natlonad nett, faking eas ctiein “and 
there is little significant conflict with designating Windy Herbs Oe, of eanning capacity Ls rd wise one acaponaible, os en sap 
Gulch and Black Mountain. ¥ Siac Je Wildennesd only soundas yood Lf mat of the facts ane hapé decred, 
pes SEAR my very strong belief that giving these BLM areas : aay 10, Thene Cad hs ot of people on dha planet now and a fal, shane of them te 
nah riven protection is every bit as important as the Bl ane Ln the Unlied S£ates of Anenrica, We cannod pretend that man La nod a veay 
ock and ice areas of the Forest Service, “needy andere facton radon f 2 aged and fully 
Weran and nding . ead of pre ending na Can duccess go 
Thank you for considering my opinion. oye ba docked away from tha influence of man, Let us acknowledge our fellow humans al) 


Bincereig: P. weld a4 ourselves and refine "nlrimun Lnpact* and Multiple Use concepts and da Le | 
pon Statewide basis ~ not at the Federal Level, Our Federal Government lg 
Pf aa 


Oy , ‘ apeeding towanda the woaad of the 


David Johnson 
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ROX 770292 
Steamboat Springs, CO 88477 
January 8, 1978 






Wilderness EIS - Project Manager 
#PORLM - Craig District Office 
455 Emerson St. 

i} Craig, CO 81425 


WeProject Manager, Wilderness EISs 

Tt is with great pleasure that I thank you for suggesting the 

HW following areas for Wildernes¢e designation: Bull Canyon, Willow 
Creek, Skul! Creek and the Platte River area north of Walden. While 
‘doing thia It would make more sense to have the Willow Greek and Skull 
Creek areus be proposed ak one Wilderness area. 

At the same time you are recommending the above areas for 
Wilderness clesignation please suggest the following areas also be 
recommended: 011 Spring Mountain southwest of Rangely, Troublesome 
north of Kremmling, Black Mountain and Windy Guich west of Meeker. 


Thank you for your consideration of this matter. 


Sincerely yours, 


Atle 


( n Petrillo 
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hhibe Hotfmann 
aeo7zts RCRWIB 
Steamboat Spngs, Co 80467 
Wilderness FIS ea ecdsy 
Fro iert tMnar. 
BLM - Craig District Chace, 
455 Emerson st. 


Craig, Go vires 


mh ve TR ea eu EGNECEVI VET thes Ma tt Wi ldewiwe aa ba ioormential 

Jp oe caeair etymotic comm is) 2 Won Gos BL lca Valetuibidaebaviareartees, nbamsingy ctg dst “1 
ret Fee Gimme aie Bia revs Penang 1 ee toe Uby datern tone hoes epevet tT 

Ped) caw yen, Wal dow Crate gf kel we reeds wel the Fy ot be Bao gent th 
Oe Walken, oo. 

VP orange, all yay) ices wimetoel Ftyah bbe tert bowie ras, bee oe bended uns thie 
War bere cnet 9 eee oetrmetid yocenye 

rf Th Od Baty Gai Ot cach | PAT ete og EN NS, AO De ut banat to ost Uaaypttt, Vhs 
ed ceonad veer, b- 


Vpcovdode PTT (ett eae wid PF lets |x hay Yard aeeuebhe ¢ 


tthe rte ay} se cuauvigrint Aue; aAdrrinteadhe, oteas HAI pao Meare eee fake gre ter fle -h cull cea 


vers. tr8 Mercchern , Pore 


totem de 1? ecstasy floods Subp NTs One Wade Sede AN Oct nea Sy cet Wa bbe 


Capra Wha Hebe amet pa oper weed tay iedern tre eUbety 


hee qeer tive by fore, 


(rik jy 


6 - 153 


113 
January 9, 1990 


WILDERNESS E.1.S.-ProJect MANAGER 
Bureau OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

455 Emerson St. 

Cratc, CO 81625 


To WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 


AS A PROPONENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES, I WOULD LIKE TO EXPRESS 
MY SUPPORT IN DESIGNATING SEVEN OF THE EIGHT WSAS AS WILDERNESS. 
INDEED THE FOUR WSAS RECOMMENDED BY B.L.M. (WiLLow Creek, SKULL 
Creex, Butt CANYON, PLATTE RiveR CONTIGUOUS) ARE PERHAPS THE MOST 
UNIQUE AND PRISTINE. HOWEVER, THREE OTHER WSAS WARRANT SERIOUS 
CONSIDERATION FOR WILDERNESS DESIGNATION: 


Bush MOUNTAIN--WHAT IF ANY ARE THE CONFLICTS CONCERNING BLACK 
OUNTAIN WILDERNESS DESIGNATION? GRAZING ON ALLOTMENTS WOULD 
REMAIN AT THE CURRENT RATE OF 635 AUMS PER YEAR. IN THE EVENT 
PRACTICAL ALTERNATIVES TO VEHICLE TRAVEL (FOR MAINTENANCE ON 
IMPROVEMENTS) DON’T EXIST, EXCEPTIONS TO THE POLICY COULD BE 
APPROVED. ALTHOUGH NO OIL OR GAS EXPLORATION WOULD OCCUR, NO 
PRODUCIBLE MINERAL RESOURCES ARE KNOWN TO EXIST. 


Winpy GULCH = AGAIN WHAT IF ANY» ARE THE CONFLICTS IN DESIGNATING 
WINDY GULCH A WILDERNESS AREA? AGAIN» GRAZING ON ALLOTMENTS WOULD 
CONTINUE AT THE CURRENT RATE OF 879 AUMS PER YEAR. THE SAME RULE 
(AND EXCEPTION THEREOF) FOR VEHICLE TRAVEL APPLIES HERE THAT 
APPLIED FOR BLACK MOUNTAIN. ALTHOUGH NO LEASING OR MINING COULD 
OCCUR, NO MINING CLAIMS EVEN EXIST ON THE WSA (NOR ARE ANY ANTICI~ 
PATED). OIL AND GAS THAT MAY HAVE BEEN IN FORMATIONS HAVE MOST 
LIKELY MIGRATED TO FIELDS OUTSIDE THE WSA, SO WHERE IS THE CONFLICT 
WITH EXPLORATION INTERESTS? AND AREN'T THOSE CONFLICTS RESOLVED BY 
PROVIDING FOR DIRECTIONAL DRILLING PROCEDURES? 


--]s THERE A CONFLICT WITH RANCHING INTERESTS BECAUSE 
WITH WILDERNESS DESIGNATION AUMS WOULD REMAIN AT CURRENT RATE OF 
730 VS. NON-WILDERNESS RATE INCREASE TO 938 AUMS? Are THERE ANY 
MINERAL: OIL) OR GAS EXPLORATION CONFLICTS SINCE THERE CURRENTLY 
ARE NO MINING CLAIMS NOR MINERAL OR GAS EXPLORATION? 
Tue B.L.M. HAS DONE A THOROUGH AND COMPREHENSIVE JOB ON THEIR 
Draft Witperness EIS, AND THEY'RE TO BE COMMENDED FOR THEIR 
RECOMMENDATIONS. 1 WOULD LIKE TO ASK THEM TO GO ONE STEP FURTHER 
AND SERIOUSLY CONSIDER BLACK MouNTAIN, WINDY GuLCH, AND TROUBLESOME 
WSAS FOR WILDERNESS DESIGNATION. 
SINCERELY» 28309 


Terry L. GuTIERREZ 


Bruce Neumeuw 


bor 24S 7 115 
Frivseg, ©O FOS 
Towuery & 1990 


Dear Sir, 


TR Pe CHE Prask goa fer clesiyncfiwy 
The Ball Camgen, Mow Gevk, SKU Greek 
ak Plotle Kiver Contiguoes WSAe 
for wildberuess cfes/yas Kew. 

pe si gen fe joid te Skull 
Creek ond ti Mew Crevk wis inh 
one proposed w deraess area , os Pre 
road w ford used’ pb seperefe Len Las 
aca A rappoored, 

E£ furfhee “rye Ken wh The ey, 
arees be pac ladodd ied jour tw dor aes 
POU ORSAY Cony esg, base! os herr 
Ou /sfandiwy seem ond Var oateva/ belie 3 

dar Sprins Metaverlincer Laayely 


2) Trevublaone area por fh ef krenmlony 
3) Bleck Pouw¥a ool indy Cuh 
aArvreIs peas Pree ker. 


Pronkyey 


Bruw Jtumran~ 
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Michael Lee Jones 

6901 McMurry Ranch Road 
Bellvue, CO 80521 
January 10, 1990 


Wilderness EIS - Project Manager 
BLM - Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO. 81625 


Dear Project Manager, 


I am writing to express my concern about the recently released Draft Wilderness EIS for the 
Craig District in northwest Colorado, I am a professional ecologist in Denver and have lived 
in the state for two years. 1 try to visit the parks, wilderness arcas and national forests to 
camp and hike as much as I can. 


Thank you for recommending the Bull Canyon, Skull Creek and Platte River Contiguous 
WSAs for wilderness designation. Although I have only visited the latter, I have heard many 
wonderful comments about the other two areas. 


However, I must urge you to please include several other equally important areas in your 
wilderness recommendations to Congress. These other areas are the following: Oil Spring 
Mountain, Troublesome, and Black Mountain. These additional areas include a broad variety 
of vegetative communities, some riparian habitat and important viewsheds. 


As an additional note, please consider joining the Skull Creek and Willow Creek WSAs into 
one proposed wilderness area, thus offering more protection, 


Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinions. 


Sincerely, 
hak bee 


Michael Lee Jones 





COMMENTS ON THE CRAIG DISTRICT WILDERNESS EIS 
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AND RESPONSES TO THOSE COMMENTS 


RESPONSES TO HEARINGS 

D-1 Thank you for your comment. 

D-2 The rationale for the decisions are not a part of this 
Environmental Impact Statement. The rationale will be 
contained in the wilderness study reports. 


D-3 BLM recognizes that no baseline recreation data ex- 
ists for these WSAs. BLM has provided estimates based 
on the judgement of staff recreation planners. 


D-4 A discussion of water rights is presented in Chapter 1 
and water rights information is outlined in Appendix D. 
BLM recognizes the importance of water as a resource in 
wilderness management. 


D-5 Thank you for your comment. It is the position of the 
_ BLM that present grazing levels in these areas are ap- 
propriate. 

D-6 Thank you for your comment. BLM recognizes the 
importance of public access. 

D-7 Thank you for your comment. 

D-8 Thank you for your comment. 


D-9 If designated wilderness, the areas will be managed 
to protect wilderness characteristics as explained in 
Chapter 1, and outlined in BLM’s Wilderness Manage- 
ment Policy. 


D-10 If designated, a wilderness management plan will be 
developed for each area. Please refer to Chapter 1. 


D-11 You're welcome. Thank you for your comment. 
D-12 Thank you for your comment. 
D-13 See response D-4, 


D-14 Thank you for your comment. BLM’s proposed ac- 
tion in Chapter 2 includes acquisition of these parcels. 


D-15 Thank you for your comment. 
D-16 Thank you for your comment. 
D-17 Thank you for your comment. 
D-18 Thank you for your comment. 


D-19 Please refer to the discussion of economic impacts 
in Chapter 1. 

D-20 Thank you for your comment. 

D-21 Livestock grazing is allowed by both BLM’s Interim 
Management and Wilderness Management Policies, and 
is expressly permitted in the direction provided to BLM 
by the Congress. 

The WSAs will be managed by BLM to protect 
wilderness characteristics until such time Congress either 
designates these areas as wilderness, or releases them for 
other uses. 


D-22 Thank you for your comment. 


D-23 Thank you for your comment and see response D-5. 


D-24 The Combined All Wilderness Alternative is now 
the proposed action for the Willow Creek and Skull 
Creek WSAs. 


D-25 
D-26 Thank you for your comment - you’re welcome. 
D-27 See response D-24. 

D-28 
D-29 
D-30 The oil and gas leases are managed by the BLM 
under various laws, regulations, and policies. The exist- 


ence and holding of leases and unitized agreements is 
consistent with these guidelines. 


D-31 
D-32 
D-33 
D-34 
D-35 
D-36 
D-37 The lands under consideration for designation as 
wilderness in the Troublesome WSA are all federal 


lands. Private lands would not be designated wilderness 
under BLM’s proposed action. 


D-38 
D-39 
D-40 
D-41 


Thank you for your comment. 


Thank you for your comment. 
See response D-2 


Thank you for your comment. 
See response D-2. 

See response D-4 

Thank you for your comment. 
You're welcome. 

Thank you for your comment. 


Thank you for your comment. 
Thank you for your comment. 
You're welcome. 

Thank you for your comment. 
D-42 See response D-24. 


D-43 Legal public access is available to these WSAs, al- 
though in some areas it is physically difficult. If you have 
questions about access, please contact the BLM offices 
in Meeker or Craig. 


D-44 The Windy Gulch WSA is surrounded almost entire- 
ly by private land. Access was considered as part of the 
All Wilderness Alternative. 


D-45 
D-46 
D-47 
D-48 
D-49 
D-50 
D-51 
D-52 
D-53 


See response D-21. 

Thank you for your comment. 

See response D-24. 

Thank you for your comment, also see response D-2. 
Thank you for your comment. 

Thank you for your comment, also see response D-2. 
Thank you for your comment. 

Thank you for your comment. 

see response D-24, 
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D-S4 Please refer to the discussion of water rights in 
Chapter 1. 


D-55 Thank you for your comment. 
D-56 See response D-24. Thank you for your comment. 
D-57 Thank you for the information. 


D-58 The property ownership is shown in the maps in 
, Chapters 2 and 3. The fence is on federal land in the 
WSA. 


D-59 Thank you for your comment. 


D-60 The inventory process was completed in November, 
1980. These areas were not carried forward because they 
did not, as determined by BLM, meet the necessary 
criteria to become wilderness study areas. 


D-61 
D-62 
D-63 
D-64 
D-65 
D-66 
D-67 
D-68 
D-69 BLM’s analysis indicates there are recoverable oil 


and gas reserves underneath the Oil Spring Mountain 
WSA. Please refer to the analysis in Chapters 2, 3, and 4. 


D-70 Black bear populations on Oil Spring Mountain 
were discussed in the analysis. The area is not particular- 
ly special or unique black bear habitat. 


See response D-24. 
Thank you for your comment. 


See response D-60. 
Thank you for your comment. 
Thank you for your comment. 
See response D-24. 
Thank you for your comment. 


As explained in Chapters 2 and 4, deer and elk popula- 


tions in Piceance Basin will not be significantly affected 
by designation, or nondesignation of the Black Mountain 
and Windy Gulch WSAs. 


D-71 A review of the boundaries was conducted, viable al- 
ternatives were considered, and possible state land ac- 
quisitions were identified. These are shown in Chapter 2. 
Those areas not included in an alternative are not con- 
sidered to have wilderness characteristics. 


D-72 Water rights are discussed in Chapter 1. The discus- 
sion presented there applies to all WSAs. Additional in- 
formation has been added in Appendix D of the FEIS. 


D-73 This analysis identifies possible impacts of designat- 
ing each WSA as wilderness. Grazing levels and range 
conditions are a separate issue, and are a function of 
BLM’s range management program. Your concerns will 
be forwarded to the appropriate area manager. 


Thank you for your comment and see response D-24. 


D-74 See response D-24. Funding for this rehabilitation 
project is separate from the wilderness budget and is 
used for the repair of damaged lands. 


D-75 A maintained county road forms the boundary 
along with private lands in the eastern portion of the 
area. This alternative was, therefore, not considered vi- 
able. 


D-76 The alternatives in Chapter 2 identify those areas 
which are considered to be viable alternatives based on 
wilderness characteristics. Areas outside those alterna- 
tive boundaries are not considered by BLM to contain 
wilderness characteristics. 


D-77 The former Division of Wildlife lands have been in- 
cluded in the Boundary Adjustment Alternative in the 
EIS. The cheery stem has also been included in the 
Boundary Adjustment Alternative and is subject to prior 
existing rights. 

D-78 Well and lease status in Oil Spring Mountain is con- 
sistent with the laws and regulations governing oil and 

gas development. Updated information is presented in 
the final EIS. 


D-79 Thank you for your comment. 


D-80 Thank you for your comment. The Smith Gulch 
road could be closed and would return to a natural ap- 
pearance in time. It is the position of BLM that an addi- 
tional altrnative for Black Mountain is not necessary. 
While the Black Mountain and Windy Gulch WSAs are 
separated by a pipeline as you suggest, they could be 
linked with a trail. This will be considered during 
preparation of the wilderness management plan should 
the areas be designated as wilderness. A portion of the 
inholding in Windy Guich WSA contains buildings and 
other imprints of man. The inholding is therefore un- 
suitable for inclusion as wilderness. 


D-81Thank you for your comment. These areas were 
eliminated for various reasons during BLM’s inventory 
process which was completed in 1980. 


D-82 
D-83 
D-84 
D-85 
D-86 


Thank you for your comment. 

See response D-2. 

See response D-73. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Thank you for your comment. 

D-87 Thank you for your comment, also see response D-2. 


D-88 Data limitations have been identified in the EIS. 
See also response D-3. 


D-89 It is the position of the BLM that the discussion con- 
tained in Chapter 1 is adequate. Additional water rights 
information may be found in Appendix D. 
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D-90 
D-91 
D-92 
D-93 
D-94 
D-95 


See responses D-5 and D-21. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Thank you for your comment. See response D-24. 
Thank you for your comment. See response D-24. 
Thank you for your comment. See response to D-24. 
See response D-70. 

G-1 Thank you. 

G-2 Thank you for your comment. 


G-3 It is the position of the BLM that those areas 
dropped from consideration during the wilderness inven- 
tory process do not contain wilderness characteristics. 

G-4_ As discussed in the EIS, BLM would seek to acquire 
various parcels of state land upon designation of par- 
ticular areas as wilderness. Topographic features were 
used in identifying possible tracts for acquisition. 

G-5 Thank you for your comment. The combined All 
Wilderness Alternative is now BLM’s proposed action 

for the Willow and Skull Creek WSAs. 


G-6 See response D-80. 


V-1 


V-2 Thank you for your comment. Also see response D- 
80 


V-3. Thank you for your comment. 


Thank you for your comment. 


V-4 Please refer to the discussion in Chapter 1 of the 
document for the criteria used in the analysis. 


V-5 BLM’s Wilderness Management Policy typically does 
not include the use of buffer zones. 


V-6 Thank you for your comment. 

V-7 Thank you for your comment. Low level aerial 
predator control would not be allowed in designated 
wilderness areas. 

V-8 Grazing at present levels would be allowed in desig- 
nated areas. Private property and existing rights would 
not be affected. 

V-9 Thank you for your comment. 

V-10 Thank you for your comment. 

V-11 Thank you for your comment. Human imprints may 
occur in wilderness areas; they must, however, be sub- 
stantially unnoticeable in the area as a whole. 

V-12 Thank you for your comment. In most of the WSAs 
studied in the Craig District, 2 to 5 miles would take an 
individual through or across the WSA, and out the other 
side. 


V-13. Thank you for your comment. 
V-14 Thank you for your comment, also see response V-7. 
V-15 Thank you for your comment. 
V-16 Thank you for your comment. 


V-17 Thank you for your comment. BLM has tried to ac- 
curately portray the impacts (or lack thereof) of wilder- 
ness designation in the EIS. A complete discussion of 
permissible activities is contained in BLM’s Wilderness 
Management Policy. 


M-1 Thank you for your comment. 


M-2 Please refer to the scoping sections in Chapter 1. 
The wildlife analysis is based on information provided by 
the Colorado Division of Wildlife. Impacts to deer and 
elk have been identified, as discussed in the analysis rap- 
tors would be protected with or without wilderness desig- 
nation. 


M-3 Thank you for your comment. 
M-4 Thank you for your comment. 
M-5 Thank you for your comment. 
M-6 Thank you for your comment. 
M-7 Thank you for your comment. 
M-8 Thank you for your comment. 
K-1 Thank you for your comment. 
K-2. Thank you for your comment. 
C-1 Thank you for your comment. 
C-2 Thank you for your comment. 
C-3. Thank you for your comment. 
C-4 Thank you for your comment. 
C-5 Thank you for your comment. 
C-6 Thank you for your comment. 
C-7 Thank you for your comment. 
C-8 Thank you for your comment. 
C-9 Thank you for your comment. 


C-10 Thank you for your comment. 


C-11 Thank you for your comment. Also the Combined 
All Wilderness Alternative is now BLM’s proposed ac- 
tion for the Willow Creek and Skull Creek WSAs. 


C-12 Thank you for your comment. 


C-13 Social and economic impacts were evaluated in the 
EIS. Wilderness designation or nondesignation would 
have less than a 1 percent effect on local economics. 
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This document is abailable to any interested members of 
the public. 


C-14 Land uses were identified and analyzed in the Draft 
EIS. As stated in the document, wilderness designation 
would be subject to valid rights. (Grazing permits do not 
convey a legal right to the holder, although they do allow 
use of public lands. ) Grazing is a permitted use within 
BLM-administered wilderness areas. Impacts on ranch- 
ing operations has been analyzed as an issue in this EIS. 


C-15 Please refer to the comments made by a 73 year old 
gentlemen (Mr. Lawrence Currier) at the hearing in Den- 
ver in support of wilderness. Also see Letter #38. No 
group representing senior citizens or the handicapped 
commented on the Draft EIS. It is the Bureau’s, policy 

to permit access by any legitimately handicapped in- 
dividual or group to disignated wilderness. Section 507 
of The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (Public 
Law 101-336) specifies that nothing in the Wilderness 
Act is to be construed as prohibiting the use of a wheel- 
chair in a wilderness area by an individual whose dis- 
ability requires use of a wheelchair. 


C-16 The analysis contained in the Draft EIS is accurate 
in the context it was presented. You are correct in that 
individual perceptions of wilderness vary greatly. How- 
ever, these areas are being evaluated against the criteria 
contained in the wilderness act. Additional information 
is presented in Chapter 1. 


C-17 BLM’s acquisition of private or state land would be 
within the legal and regulatory requirements present at 
that time. Acquisition of non-Federal lands within 
wilderness areas is authorized by purchase or exchange. 
When such lands are to be acquired, the BLM will seek 
to acquire the mineral rights as well as the surface rights. 
Acquisition of privately-owned lands will occur only if 
the private owner concurs with the acquisition, or if the 
acquisition is specifically authorized by Congreess to be 
accomplished by eminent domain (USDI, BLM 1981). 
Congress appropriates funds for BLM to carry out it’s 
mandates. Private and state lands may be exchanged for 
public lands or may be purchased from a willing seller 
with land and water conservation funds (as authorized 
through the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 
1965). This fund consists of money collected by the 
federal government and are appropriated by Congress to 
state and federal agencies for the purchase of key proper- 
ty for recreation and conservation purposes. 


C-18 BLM recognizes the Colorado Division of Wildlife 
as the wildlife experts in the State of Colorado. Public 
input was solicited from a wide variety of groups. Several 
interested individuals and organizations responded 
during, and participated in the scoping process for this 


EIS; this includes the Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas As- 
sociation for example. It is not the appropriate role of 
BLM to coerce participation, or to take responsibility for 
those who chose not to participate. 


C-19 Citations are provided in both the Draft and Final 
EIS’s. 


C-20 Thank you for your comment. 


C-21 BLM can effectively manage the Platte River Con- 
tiguous Area, if designated. The area would more than 
likely be managed by the U.S. Forest Service along with 
the contiguous Platte River wilderness through a 
cooperative agreement with BLM. BLM’s policy is not 
to use buffer zones. None have been proposed in this 
analysis. 

C-22 The BLM operates under several laws and regula- 
tions, including the Federal Land Policy and Manage- 
ment Act of 1976 (FLPMA). BLM also recognizes 
wilderness as a multiple use of the public lands. BLM’s 
legal congressional mandate to study wilderness designa- 
tion is contained in Chapter 1 of the EIS. 


C-23 Visitor use is currently increasing in the WSAs and 
is expected to increase further with designation for the 
proposed areas rather than decrease. Public access 
would be maintained and in some cases improved. 


C-24 Because of the low mineral potentials in the areas 
studied in the draft EIS, impacts of designation or non- 
designation would not be significant. Please refer to the 
discussion on economics in Chapter 1 of the EIS. 


C-25 As discussed in Chapter 1, existing rights would be 
protected. Also, see response C-14, 

C-26 No rationale is provided for this statement, however, 
no use of a buffer zone by BLM is proposed. | 
C-27 A discussion of water rights is provided in Chapter 1 
of the EIS. 

C-28 Thank you for your comment. 

C-29 Wilderness is recognized by BLM as a multiple use. 


C-30 Economic impacts of designation or nondesignation 
for these areas would be minimal. Please refer to the 
economic discussion in Chapter 1. For more information 
on how these areas would be managed, please refer to 
BLM’s Wilderness Management Policy. 


C-31 The lands under study would continue to be 
managed by the BLM (not the National Park Service) 
under BLM’s proposed action. Also see response C-22. 
C-32 Thank you for your comment. 


C-33 Thank you for your comment. For more informa- 
tion about how lands would be managed if designated 
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wilderness, please refer to BLM’s Wilderness Manage- 
ment Policy. Also see response C-15. 


C-34 
C-35 
C-36 
C-37 
C-38 
C-39 
C-40 
C-41 
C-42 


Thank you for your comment. 
Thank you for your comment. 
Thank you for your comment. 
Thank you for your comment. See response C-17. 
Thank you for your comment. 
Thank you for your comment. 
Thank you for your comment. 
Thank you for your comment. 
Thank you for your comment. 


RESPONSES TO LETTERS 

1-1. The wilderness boundary would not include the high- 
way right-of-way. The Colorado Department of High- 

ways would be free to make any adjustments within their 
right-of-way that they deem necessary. As appropriate, 
wilderness recommendations will be on or set back from 
existing road rights-of-way. Congress will determine the 
actual boundaries. 


2-1 Thank you for your comment. 
3-1 Thank you for your comment. 
3-2 BLM would welcome the opportunity for coordinated 


planning, should the Congress designate these areas as 
wilderness. 


3-3. Thank you for your comment. 
4-1 Thank you for your comment. 


4-2 through 4-8 This analysis is not intended to serve as a 
NEPA compliance document or environmental analysis 
for possible activities identified under the No Wilderness 
Alternatives. Please refer to Chapter 1 - Parameters of 
the Analysis. Activities were identified for analysis pur- 
poses in order to help the reader understand what may 
occur if the areas are not designated wilderness. Pos- 
sible development identified under the No Wilderness Al- 
ternative is neither proposed or authorized by this 
analysis. 

4-9 The information presented in the analysis is based on 
soils information for the general areas, and information 
obtained from the USDA, Soil Conservation Service. 
Based on this information and the professional judgment 
of BLM hydrologists the analysis was formulated. No 
comulative impacts are predicted based on available in- 
formation and observations made by BLM staff. 


BLM recognizes the limitations of this analysis. Please 
refer to response 4-2. 


At the time activities are actually proposed, BLM will be 
happy to work with the EPA in developing adequate 
methodologies to evaluate potential impacts. 


Letters 5 and 6 were forwarded to BLM by the Colorado 
Department of Natural Resources. 


5-1 The analysis presented in this document is not based 
on an interest in leasing, but rather geologic structure 

and drilling results. As such, the analysis is appropriate 

in the context in which it is presented. 

6-1 
7-1 Thank you for your comment. BLM’s proposed ac- 
tion in the Final EIS will be to combine the Willow Creek 
and Skull Creek WSAs (Combined All Wilderness Alter- 
native). 

8-1 This parcel has been included in the Boundary Adjust- 
ment Alternative. This way is maintained solely by the 
passage of vehicles. There is an old seismic line running 
through a portion of the area, part of which is already in 

the WSA itself. These minor imprints are substantially 
unnoticeable in the area as a whole and will rehabilitate 
naturally. Refer to Chapter 2 Boundary Adjustment Al- 
ternative for Bull Canyon. 


8-2 After further review of possible boundary changes in 
the southwest corner of the area, minor boundary adjust- 
ments have been made to include most of the state lands 
(630 acres). The adjacent public lands (130 acres) will 

also be recommended but should only be included as 
wilderness with the acquisition of state lands. The bound- 
ary now follows an existing way in the southwest corner 

of the unit. These public lands were originally excluded 
because they were small fingers of public land isolated by 
the section of state land. 


8-3 Asexplained in Chapter 1 water rights is not an en- 
vironmental issue that is appropriate for analysis in this 
EIS, but rather a legal matter to be addressed separately. 
There are no perennial streams within the Bull Canyon 
WSA. Since several comments address this subject, Ap- 
pendix D has been added to provide information about 
existing decreed water rights within the WSA. 


8-4 Page 3-1 in the DEIS does mention the riparian 
vegetation including boxelder, cottonwood, and willows. 
The text in the FEIS will also mention the scattered 
Douglas fir trees. The juniper-pinyon woodlands and 
sagebrush steepe ecosystems are the dominate potential 
natural vegetation types in the WSA. 


8-5 Additional wording has been added in Chapter 3 Af- 
fected Environment under Naturalness. 


See response 1-1. 
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CHAPTER 6 
8-6 Wilderness designation would in and of itself not 8-18 The text has been changed in the FEIS to reflect 4 
cause livestock use to decrease. It is the position of the separate ecosystems within the Oil Spring Mountain 
BLM that the level of livestock use in this area is ap- WSA. A saltbush/greasewood ecosystem is also men- 
propriate. Grazing levels and range conditions are a tioned, but probably is not large enough within the WSA 
function of BLM’s range management program. Your to remain a viable ecosystem on its own. 
concerns will be forwarded to the appropriate area 8-19 Pre FLPMA leases are recognized as valid existing 
PIBRABEL. rights. Well and lease status is consistent with the laws, 
8-7 Combination of these two areas is now BLM’s regulations, and policies governing oil and gas develop- 
proposed action (Combined All Wilderness Alternative). ment. Updated information is presented in the Final EIS. 
8-8 This area was eliminated during the wilderness inven- 8-20 This change has been included in the Boundary Ad- 
tory to exclude several ways relating to oil and gas ac- justment Alternative. 
tivity. These are considered to be substantially 8-21 See response 8-5 and 8-14. 


pour No boundary change ae been made. B22 Thankiven tory aurcemenent! 
8-9 This boundary recommendation has been noted in the 


FEIS, however, the public lands (95 acres) in this area 8-23 The Smith Gulch cher ry-stemmed road could be 
are dependent up ae acquisition the a javideereye closed and rehabilitated. It is the position of BLM that 
which encompasses the steep, rugged terrain in the another alternative to consider this minor change is not 


upper end of the Red Wash watershed. See Chapter 2 Heressaty: 
Combined All Wilderness Alternative Acquisition of 8-24 See response 8-5 and 8-14. 
State and Private Lands. 8-25 See response 8-6. 


8-10 This minor boundary recommendation is includedin g.26 See response D-80. 
the FEIS. This 40 acre parcel was inadvertently excluded 


during the inventory As private land) 8-27 The text has been changed to more accurately reflect 


the vegetative diversity and ecosystems represented 
8-11 Most of this area was burned in a wildfire in 1989 within the Windy Gulch WSA. (See Chapter 3 - Windy 
and includes the upper reaches of Box Canyon. The area Gulch WSA). Also see response D-5, 8-14, and D-80. 
contains an abandoned oil and gas pad and road. These 8.98 § D-80 

will rehabilitate over time with the burned area. This par- Biggs | oposite min ta 

cel (approximately 260 acres) is included in the recom- 8-29 See response D-80. 
mendation to block the unit and form a more 8-30 Thank you for your comment. 


manageable area. 8-31 BLM’s wilderness inventory process was completed 


8-12 The entire state land section will be recommended in 1980. These areas were not carried forward because 
for acquisition and inclusion into the area as wilderness. they did not, as determined by BLM, meet the necessary 
The two 40 acre parcels of public land to the south will criteria to become wilderness study areas. These areas 
not be recommended because they extend from the bulk may be reevaluated during the next Resource Manage- 
of the area and might be difficult to manage. ment Planning effort. 

8-13 Additional wording has been added in Chapter 3 9-1 Thank you for your comment. 


under naturalness and outstanding opportunities. 


8-14 The section in Chapter 3 describing diversity refers 
to the potential natural vegetation types as classified 
under the Bailey-Kuchler ecosystem classification sys- 10-3 Thank you for your comment. 
tem. While the WSAs do contain small areas of riparian 10-4 See response 8-7, 

and other vegetation types (see Chapter 3 naturalness for 10-5 
these WSAs) they classify as juniper-pinyon woodlands 
and sagebrush steepe according to the Bailey-Kuchler 


10-1 Thank you for your comment. 
10-2 See response 8-6. 


The 2,500 acres was not included because a review of 
the lands indicated they did not contain wilderness char- 
acteristics and the public lands were isolated by a state 


Mane mee : land section. Development associated with past oil and 
8-15 Please refer to the discussion in Chapter 1. gas drilling, including drill pads and roads, is not substan- 
8-16 See response 8-6. tially unnoticeable. Three state sections have been iden- 


8-17 Thank you for your comment. tified for acquisition in BLMs proposed action. 


10-6 Thank you for your comment. 
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10-7 Thank you for your comment. 
10-8 See response 8-19. 

10-9 This omission has been corrected. 
10-10 This omission has been corrected. 
10-11 Thank you for your comment. 


10-12 The 2 areas are separated by a buried pipeline, 
rendering a combined alternative not viable. 

10-13 Forest Service lands adjacent to the WSA have 
been reviewed and found not to contain wilderness char- 
acteristics. Therefore, this alternative was not carried 
forward for detailed analysis. Thank you for your com- 
ment. 


10-14 See response 8-31. 
11-1 Thank you for your comment. 


11-2 Impacts on state and private lands have been ad- 
dressed throughout the document. Also see response C- 
13. 


11-3 See response C-14. 








11-4 See response C-15. 

11-5 See response C-16. 

11-6 See response C-17. 

‘11-7 See response C-17. 

11-8 At this time the most accurate information available 
on what BLM’s Wilderness Management Policies will be, 
is contained in BLM’s Wilderness Management Policy. 
Please refer to that document. To provide advice beyond 
the guidance contained in that document would be highly 
speculative, and therefore has not been included. 

11-9 See response 11-8. 

11-10 See response C-18. 

11-11 Thank you for your comment. 


11-12 Thank you for your comment. Also see response C- 
13. 


11-13 See response C-19. 

11-14 See response 11-8. 

11-15 See response 11-8. 

11-16 Thank you for ;your comment. Public participation 
is a part of our activity planning process. 

11-17 Thank you for your comment. 

11-18 Any lands acquired by BLM which lie outside the 
wilderness boundaries designated by Congress will be 
managed in accordance with BILM’s land use planning 

for the area. 


11-19 Thank you for your comment. 
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11-20 See response C-21. 


11-21 The language has been included in Chapter 1 for 
clarity. 


11-22 See response 11-8 

11-23 See response C-15., 

11-24 Thank you for your comment. 

12-1 Thank you for your comment. 

12-2 See response D-2. Thank you for your comment. 


12-3 Economic effects have been considered in the 
analysis. Please refer to the local economic impact dis- 
cussion in Chapter 1. 

12-4 Thank you for your comment. 

12-5 Thank you for your comment. 

12-6 Thank you for your comment. The Combined All 
Wilderness Alternative is now BLM’s proposed action 
for the Willow Creek and Skull Creek WSAs. 

12-7 Potential acquisitions are identified in Chapter 2 - 
Alternatives for these WSAs. 

12-8 Thank you for your comment. 

13-1 The Combined All Wilderness Alternative is now 
BLM’s proposed action for the Willow Creek and Skull 
Creek WSAs. 

13-2 The analysis includes a discussion of black bear in 
the Oil Spring Mountain WSA. 

13-3. Thank you for your comment. 

13-4 Thank you for your comment. 

13-5 Thank you for your comment. 

14-1 The Combined All Wilderness Alternative is now 
BLM’s proposed action for the Willow Creek and Skull 
Creek WSAs. Thank you for your comment. 

14-2 The analysis (consistent with the guidance contained 
in 40 CFR 1500 - regulations for implementing NEPA) 
has focused on those issues which are significant, or 
potentially significant to the exclusion of some topics. 
For a more complete discussion, please refer to Chapter 
1 - Introduction and Background. 

14-3 Data sources and references have been identified 
where other than BLM. Estimates have also been iden- 
tified as appropriate. Also see response D-2. 

14-4 Thank you for your comment. 

14-5 Thank you for your comment. 

14-6 Thank you for your comment. 

14-7 Thank you for your comment. 

14-8 The scenarios presented have been provided to help 
the reader understand possible impacts to the areas 
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CHAPTER 6 


should they not be designated wilderness. Please refer to 
the section in Chapter 1 entitled "Parameters of the 
Analysis." 

14-9 The analysis of logging in presented in the scenario is 
adequate for the purposes of wilderness designation. 

This document does not purport to be a NEPA com- 
pliance document for logging activities (see the response 
to 14-8). Based on a review of soil mapping, and the 
general nature of forest soils, the analysis is appropriate. 
14-10 The analysis was prepared using the best available 
data. You are correct in identifying certain limitations. 
The analysis discusses potential impacts to particular 
species but is not encyclopedic in nature. 

14-11 The Bailey-Kuchler ecosystem classification system 
has been used in this analysis. Thank you for your com- 
ment. 

14-12 The lands adjacent to the WSA have been reviewed 
by the USFS and found not to contain wilderness charac- 
teristics. Please refer to the section in Chapter 2 entitled 
"Alternatives Considered But Eliminated from Detailed 
Study." 

14-13 Thank you for your comment. 


14-14 Diversity within the National Wilderness Preserva- 
tion System has been discussed in the analysis for each 
WSA. 


15-1 
15-2 
15-3 Thank you for your comment. 


15-4 The Combined All Wilderness Alternative is now 
BLM’s proposed action for the Willow Creek and Skull 
Creek WSAs. 


15-5 Thank you for your comment. 


Thank you for your comment. 
Thank you for your comment. 


16-1 Thank you for your comment. Wilderness is a part 
of BLM’s multiple management. 


17-1 Thank you for your comment. It appears that you 
may have confused possible designation of the 30 acre 
North Platte Contiguous WSA with some other action. 
Please refer to Chapter 3 - Affected Environment, and to 
Chapter 4 - Environmental Consequences for more infor- 
mation regarding this particular tract of land. 


18-1 Thank you for your comment. 
18-2 See response 14-10, and refer to the discussion of 
scoping in Chapter 1. 


18-3 Recreation use and recreation opportunities have 
been discussed as 2 separate topics. 


18-4 This analysis is not intended to serve as a NEPA 
analysis for possible projects should these areas not be 
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designated wilderness. Please refer to the section in 
Chapter 1 entitled "Parameters of the Analyses." 

18-5 Please refer to response 18-4. 

18-6 Please refer to the discussion of economics in Chap- 
ter 1. No significant economic effects are anticipated 

with or without wilderness designation. 

18-7 Thank you for your comment. 

18-8 The analysis is appropriate in the context in which it 
was presented. 

18-9 Thank you for your comment. 


The following is a general response to comment letters 19 
through 70, 72 through 89, 91 through 95, 97 through 107, 
109, 110, and 112 through 116. In addition for letter 52, also 
see response 8-19. 

Thank you for your comment. The Combined All 
Wilderness Alternative is now BLM’s proposed action 
for the Willow Creek and Skull Creek WSAs. 

The wildlife analysis focuses on those species of 
concern or high interest to the state, as identified by the 
Colorado Division of Wildlife. This analysis is not en- 
cyclopedic in nature. 

Water rights have been addressed to the extent pos- 
sible at this time. Please refer to the section in Chapter 1 
entitled "Issues Not Selected for Detailed Evaluation." 

Until the WSAs are designated as wilderness or 
released for other uses, they will be managed to protect 
and preserve the wilderness characteristics. This in- 
cludes potential impacts from off-road vehicle and graz- ; 
ing use. 

The scope of this EIS has been limited to those 
topics which would be, or have the potential to be, sig- 
nificantly affected by wilderness designation of the areas 


under study. Topics such as global warming are beyond 
the scope of the EIS. 


70-1 Cultural Resources were not carried forward for 
detailed evaluation as discussed in Chapter 1, Issues Not 
Selected For Detailed Evaluation. 


90-1 
90-2 


J 


See response C-22. 
See response C-23. 
See response C-24, 
See response C-25, 
See response C-26. 
See response C-27. 
See response C-28. 
See response C-29, 





COMMENTS ON THE CRAIG DISTRICT WILDERNESS EIS 
AND RESPONSES TO THOSE COMMENTS 


96-1 Thank you for your comment. 
108-1 Thank you for your comment. 


111-1 Thank you for your comment. As identified in this 
analysis, these WSAs meet the criteria established by 
Congress for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preser- 
vation System. Wilderness is recognized by BLM as a 
multiple use of public land. Wilderness designation is 
not designed to preclude public use, but rather to protect 
the wilderness resource present by limiting the type of 
use. No significant impacts to local economics are an- 
ticipated to occur with or without wilderness designation 
(please refer to Chapter 1). This analysis is a full dis- 
closure document, and has been made available to the 
public. No facts have been withheld or kept secret. The 
WSAs have been and would remain in federal ownership 
if designated wilderness. No widespread or wholesale ac- 
quisition of state or private land is anticipated or 
proposed. The text has identified the limited instances 
where state or private lands would be acquired. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 


PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT 
WILDERNESS TECHNICAL SUPPLEMENT TO THE LITTLE 
SNAKE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN/ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENT 











COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT LITTLE SNAKE RMP/EIS WILDERNESS 


TECHNICAL SUPPLEMENT AND RESPONSES TO THOSE COMMENTS 


INTRODUCTION 


All comments to the Draft Little Snake Resource 
Management Plan and Wilderness Technical Supple- 
ment have been reproduced in this chapter. Responses 
in this chapter pertain only to wilderness comments. 
These responses may vary from those found in the Little 
Snake Final RMP/EIS based on new information, data, 
or reanalysis contained in the Craig District Wilderness 
FEIS. Where appropriate, text changes have already 
been incorporated into the analysis presented in Volume 
I. Only those comments pertaining to wilderness have 
been responded to and have been marked with a "w', 
however, all comments whether or not they pertained to 
wilderness in the RMP/EIS have been reproduced. 


Lack of a response does not indicate that the comment 
has been ignored, but rather that the comment did not 
pertain to the wilderness portion of the analysis. 


MMENTS AND 
RESPONSES 


Comments varied from specific concerns regarding the 
analysis to statements of opinion regarding the ap- 
propriateness of wilderness designation in general. Two 
types of responses are contained in this chapter: - 
opinions for or against wilderness designation were 
responded to with with a brief explanation of BLM’s 
proposed action. In these cases, the position for or 
against wilderness designation became part of the record, 
but did not reflect on the analysis. Where comments 
concerned the analysis (as opposed to the recommenda- 
tions) they have been responded to in more detail. 


Responses to comments contained in letters are prefaced 
by the letter number. 


Responses to comments made at the public hearings are 
prefaced by a letter indicating the location of the hearings 
as follows: 


A - Denver 
B - Craig 
C - Vernal 
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PROCEEDINGS 

MR. DONNIE SPARKS: Good evening, ladies and 
gentlemen. I think we will go ahead and start. Although 
there's a few people still signing in, we'll go ahead and 
start with the introductory material and continue to sign 
in as you come in. 

My name is Donnie R. Sparks. I'm the District 
Manager for Canon City, Colorado. I will be the presiding 


officer at this hearing. 

This public hearing is for the United States 
Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management to 
receive information and comments on the adequacy of the 
Draft Little Snake Resource Management Plan and the 
Wilderness Technical Supplement to the Resource Management 
Plan. Copies of these documents are available in the back 
of the room on the table where you signed in. 

Most of you undoubtedly signed the attendance 
sheet as you came in the room. However, if you've not done 
so, I would ask you to sign now. If you plan to make a 
statement, be sure to check the appropriate space on the 
attendance sheet so we can add your name to the list of 
speakers. 

The official reporter, seated behind me-and to my 
right now, is Scott Ford, of the Federal Reporting Service, 


Incorporated. He will prepare a verbatim transcript of 
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everything that is said at this hearing. If you wish to 


obtain a copy of the transcript, you should make your own y 
arrangements with him. f 

A hearing panel has been designated to receive 
your comments. They are at the table in front of me: Bill 
Pulford, the Craig District Manager; Glenn Sekavic, Chief 
of Planning & Environmental Assistance in the Craig 
District Office; Duane Johnson, Project Manager for the 
Little Snake Resource Management Plan and EIS; and, Greg 
Goodenow, Program Manager for the Wilderness Technical 
Supplement. 

This hearing panel is here to make sure that we 
clearly understand your comments. To achieve this, the 
hearing panel members or I may ask clarifying questions at 
the end of each speaker's remarks. These questions should 
not be interpreted as expressions of any predetermined 
position of the person asking the question or the Bureau of 
Land Management or of the Department of Interior. We 
simply want to make sure that we understand what the 
comments are and the points you are trying to make. 

At this time, I will formally call the public 
meeting to order. This hearing is designed for you to give 
us your information and comments on the document including 
the wilderness recommendations, the adequacy of analysis, 


data or methodologies in the documents, and the merit of 
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the alternatives considered in the plan. Your comments 
about the document and the management of the resources 
within the Little Snake Resource Area will. be carefully and 
fully considered in the development of the final Resource 
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. The 
final document will include a record of public comments, 
responses to substantive comments on the adequacy of the 
draft plan, and any modifications or corrections to the 
plan. The record of these hearings will accompany the 
Colorado State Director's recommendations on aiidernees to 
Washington for consideration by the Bureau of Land 
Management, the Secretary of Interior, the President, and 
the Congress. 

This hearing is not a debate or a question and 
answer session. Therefore, I will allow no questions, 
debate, or cross examination between the participants. If 
you have questions about the Little Snake Resource 
Management Plan or the Environmental Impact Statement or 
the Wilderness Technical Supplement, we will have BLM 
personnel available after the meeting and we'll try to 
answer your questions and provide you with information that 
will help you to prepare any written comments that you may 
have. 

Now, I will ask Duane Johnson to present a brief 


overview of the Draft Little Snake Resource Management Plan 


A’ 


1. Determination of Suitability of Certain Areas for 
Mineral Development. 
2. Management of Ecological Factors, Including 
Vegetation to Best Meet Livestock, Wildlife, Wild 
Horse Needs, and Demand for Woodland Products. ; 
3. Determination of Need for Special Management 
Considerations. 
4. Determination of Needed Realty Actions. 
5. Determination of Access and Transportation Needs. 
Alternatives were formulated. These alternatives 
were developed to provide a variation of management 
opportunities from these favoring resource protection to 
those favoring resource development. Current Management of 
the No Action alternative was firet. It was the 
continuation of existing management policies, plans, and 
practices. Energy and Minerals alternative with emphasis 
on the production and development of energy and other 
mineral resources. Commodity Production, emphasis on 
mineral and livestock production from public lands. 
Renewable resources, emphasis on the management and 
production of renewable resources. National Environment, 
emphasis on protection and enhancement of the natural 
environment and resources of substantive scientific 
interest. 


From these, a Preferred Alternative was 
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and the Environmental Impact Statement. And, then, Greg 
Goodenow will follow with a brief overview of the 
Wilderness Technical Supplement. 

MR. DUANE JOHNSON: Good evening. First, on the 
wall over here, we have alternative maps. These 
alternative maps are out of the RMP. Over here, we have 
overlays which depict the management priority areas of the 
Preferred Alternative. I realize they're kind of hard to 
see. So, after the meeting if you'd like to look at them 
or have any questions, we'll be available. 

The Little Snake Resource Management Plan is 
designed to become a comprehensive plan. When implemented, 
it will establish land-use priorities for epecitin areas 
within the Little Snake Resource Area. The Little Snake 
Resource Area contains 1.3 million surface acres 
administered by the BLM and an additional 1.1 subsurface 
federal mineral estate acres. The RMP will provide a 
general framework for management to make future 
on-the-ground decisions. It is not intended to make 
finite, specific decisions for individual resources, rather 
it is designed to provide overall multiple-use objectives 
and management direction for the resource area. 

The initial step of this planning process was to 
identify "issues" affecting public land management. The 


issues identified from our scoping meetings were: 


Ae 
developed. The following factors were considered in 
developing the alternative: 

1. Principles of multiple use and sustained yield is 
set forth in the Federal Land Policy Management 
Act and other federal laws and regulations. 

2. Relative significance of public land products, 
services, and uses to local and other economics. 

3. Present and potential uses of public land. 

4. Long-term benefits and adverse impacts versus 
short-term benefits and adverse impacts. 

5. Impacts of uses on adjacent or nearby nonfederal 
and nonpublic land surface over federal owned 
mineral estate. 

6. Relative scarcity of the values and availability 
of alternatives. 

The objectives of the Preferred Alternative was: 

1. Attempt to balance conflicts among other 
resources. 

2. Incorporate necessary constraints to protect 
resources from decline. 

The following are Management Actions resource by 
resource from the Preferred Alternative: 

1. Coal - 638,808 acres would be acceptable for 
further consideration for federal coal leasing. 


This amounts to approximately 5.8 billion tons of 
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coal. 

2. Oil and Gas would be allowed with restrictions to 
protect other resources, 

3. Livestock Grazing - long term forage availability 
would be 163,493 AUMs. If short-term adjustments, 
which would be 148,821 AUMs, are initiated and 
long-term management practices are developed, 
preference will be restored to within 2% of the 
original stocking rates. 

4. Wildlife Habitat on public land - forage would be 
available for 61,000 mule deer, 18,400 elk, 7,500 
Pronghorns, and 70 bighorn sheep. BLM would 
continue to coordinate with the Division of 
Wildlife. 

5. Threatened and Endangered and Sensitive Plants - 
designate areas as Resource Natural Areas to 
protect these plants. 

6. Soil and Water Resources - protect fragile soil 
and water areas through special performance 
standards. 

7. Forest Land and Woodlands - existing 10 year 
forced management plans would continue for Diamond 
Peak/Middle Mountain and Douglas Mountain. 
Commercial forest lands would be managed on a 


sustained yield basis. 


A» 


15. Access, Boundary Markings, and Road Requirements - 
prepare an activity plan for access and 
transportation. 

The RMP/EIS was printed and available to the 
public for view in February, 1986. The public has 90 days 
in which to review the draft document and provide comment. 
Any comments will be addressed in the final RMP. The.draft 
dccument will then be modified, if necessary, and a final 
RMP/EIS will be printed and provided to the governor for 
consistency review in early dencomber of 1986. This 
document will, also, be available to the public in 
September. The final document will not be a reprint of the 
draft, unless necessary, but will be a document with 
comments and responses. The Craig District Manager and the 
Little Snake Resource Area Manager will then prepare a 
Record of Decision. The Record of Decision is scheduled to 
be available in early 1987. The final RMP/EIS and Record 
of Decision will contain BLM's final decision for the 
proposed areas. Thank you. 

MR. GREG GOODENOW: My name is Greg Goodenow. 

I'm the Project Manager for the Wilderness Technical 

Supplement. We have several maps here tonight. Across the 
back of the room, the USGS Quads that show the approximate 
boundaries of the Wilderness Study Areas. The same maps, I 


reproduced in the Wilderness Technical Supplement. Also, 
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8. Fire Management. A Fire Management Plan would be 
developed for the Little Snake Resource Area. 

9. Wilderness - recommend Diamond Breaks for 
wilderness designation. Do not recommend the 
following WSAs for wilderness designation: West 
Cold Springs, Cross Mountain, Ant Hills, Chew 
Winter Camp, Peterson Draw, Vale of Tears, Tepee 
Draw. 

10. Natural Areas - designate the following sites as 
special areas: Limestone Ridge RNA (1350 acres); 
Irish Canyon ACEC (including Ink Springs RNA) 
(11,680 acres); Lookout Mountain ACEC (6500 
acres); Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC (3000). 

ll. Recreation - the following areas would be manned 
as recreational areas: Irish Canyon ACEC 
(12,280); Little Yampa Canyon/Juniper Canyon 
(19,840); Cross Mountain (13,000 acres), which 
would include the Cross Mountain ACEC; Cedar 
Mountain (880 acres); Cold Springs Mountain 
(27,600 acres). 

12. ORV Designation - manage for either open, limited, 
or closed depending on the area. 

13. Palentology - develop a program to inventory, 
classify, and designate, and monitor resources. 


14. Rights of Way - no designated corridors. 


A 


up front here, after the meeting if you have questions, we 
have a general location map that shows private surface, 
state surface, federal surface, and also private and state 
mineral and federal mineral rights for each of the eight 
WSAs we're considering. 

The Wilderness Technical Supplement which is 
available at the back table contains a summary which 
highlights many of the impacts. It contains a purpose and 
needs section which will explain our Wilderness Study 
Process in more detail than I am tonight, description of 
the alternatives and management actions under each of those 
alternatives in much more detail, and a summary of the 
impacts of each of those alternatives. The Wilderness 
Technical Supplement analyzes the impacts of designating or 
not designating eight Wilderness Study Areas, or WSAs, as 
wilderness. Alternatives analyzed include designated all, 
some, or none of each WSA as wilderness. Each WSA is 
analyzed individually in cites specifically. The 
Wilderness Study Areas are managed by the Bureau of Land 
Management, or BLM, as part of the Craig District's Little 
Snake Resource Area in northwest Colorado. This analysis 
and the analysis in the Wilderness Technical Supplement is 
intended to be used in conjunction with the Little Snake 
RMP and supplements that analysis. 


The Bureau of Land Management's Wilderness 
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Program is a result of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act; or FLPMA, of 1966. Two sections of this 
law apply, Section 603 and Section 202. This is important 
for you to understand our process in that while the 
analysis is the same, under these different authorities, 
the decision process is a little different. 

Section 603 of FLPMA directs the Secretary of the 
Interior to review public land areas of 5000 acres or more 
determined to have wilderness characteristics. The 
Secretary then recommends to the President the suitability 
or non-suitability of each area for preservation as 
wilderness. The Congress will ultimately decide whether to 
designate or not designate the areas as wilderness. The 
West Cold Spring, Diamond Breaks, and Cross Mountain 
Wilderness Study Areas are being studied under the 
authority of this section of FLPMA. 

Section 202 of FLPMA provides authority through 
the land-use planning process which is the RMP process to 


study and recommend as wilderness areas, areas not covered 


under Section 603. While the study process is the same, if 
the BLM Colorado State Director determines that the areas 
are not suitable for wilderness designation, he can drop 
them from further consideration. This would be done in the 
final land-use plan decision. If they are found suitable, 


Congress must make the final decision to designate or not 


Ars 


BLM must determine whether an area is more suitable for 
wilderness designation or more suitable for other uses 
considering all values, resources, and uses of the public 
land. The study phase for wilderness includes four major 
steps; issue identification, application of planning 
eriteria and quality standards for analysis and 
documentation, formulation of alternatives, and evaluation 
of the environmental consequences. All these steps are 
discussed. in more detail in the document. Issues were 
identified both nationally and locally through the RMP 
process. The planning criteria and quality standards are 
presented on Page S-2 of the Wilderness Technical 
Supplement in the Summary. 

Alternatives were developed which looked 
designating all, some, or none of each WSA's wilderness, 
These options correlate to the all wilderness, conflict 
resolution, and no-action, no-wilderness alternatives. The 
no-action alternative allows for development under multiple 
use, while the no wilderness alternative protects each 
area's potential for backpacking, hiking, and non-motorized 
forms of recreation, but does not recommend designation. 

The fourth step of the study process is an 
analysis of the environmental impacts of the alternatives. 


A detailed analysis for each WSA is included in the 
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designate them as wilderness. Five WSAs, Ant Hills, Chew 
Winder Camp, Peterson Draw, Tepee Draw, and Vale of Tears 
are being studied under this authority. 

While eight WSAs are located in BLM's Little 
Snake Resource Area, Craig District in western Moffat 
County, two of the WSAs, West Cold Spring and Diamond 
Breaks, extend to the Bureau of Land Management‘s Diamond 
Mountain Resource Area, Vernal District in Dagot County, 
Utah. They total 90,887 acres. 

BLM has developed a wilderness review process 
consisting of three phases; inventory, study, and 
reporting. The inventory phase involved identifying the 
public lands that contain wilderness characteristics 
established by Congress. Quote, "A Wilderness, in contrast 
with those areas where man and his own works dominate the 
landscape, is hereby recognized as an area where the earth 
and its community of life are untrammeled by man, where man 
himself is a visitor who does not remain." The inventory 
phase was completed in Little Snake Resource Area in 
November of 1980. Eight WSA's were found to contain the 
wilderness characteristics, the eight that we have 
discussed in the document tonight and that there are maps 
of. 

The study phase recommends WSAs as suitable or 


nonsuitable for wilderness designation. Based on FLPMA, 


Ar 


document for resources which may be impacted by designation 
or nondesignation. 

Both the draft and final analysis will be 
prepared. Comments on this Wilderness Technical Supplement 
and on the Draft Little Snake Resource Management Plan will 
be used to prepare the Preliminary Final Impact Statement 
and the Wilderness Study Report. When the Preliminary 
Final Environmental Impact Statement and the Wilderness 
Study Report are approved, the study phase will be 
completed. 

The five Section 202 WSAs may be dropped from 
further consideration for wilderness by the Colorado State 
Director through BLM's land use planning process. 

The final part of the Wilderness Review Process 
for BLM is reporting. Upon completion of the study, final 
recommendations as to whether the WSAs are suitable or 
nonsuitable for designation as wilderness will be made by 
BLM through the Secretary of the Interior to the President. 
This recommendation will include a mineral survey, which 
will be conducted by the U. S. Geological Survey and Bureau 
of Mines. Again, this process does not apply to any 
Section 202 WSAs found to be nonsuitable by the Colorado 
State Director. 

Congress has the sole authority for designating 


any. federally administered land as wilderness. Congress 
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will take the recommendations submitted by the President 
along with any information it may have obtained through its 
own pources and will pass legislation that would formally 
designate WSAs as wilderness or release them for uses other 
than wilderness. 

All eight WSAs are currently managed under BLM's 
Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under 
Wilderness Review and maintain their suitability for 
preservation as a wilderness. The three Section 603 WSAs 
wili continue to be managed under the inner management. 
policy until Congress either designates them as wilderness 
or releases them for other uses. The five Section 202 WSAs 
will be dropped from interim management if the Colorado 
State Director determines that they are nonsuitable for 
wilderness designation. If the State Director determines 
they are suitable, they will remain under the Interim 
Management Policy until Congress decides whether or not to 
designate them as wilderness. As long as a WSA remains 
under the Interim Management Policy, the Bureau of Land 
Management will maintain the WSA's suitability for 
preservation as wilderness. 

Based on the results of the analysis in the 
Wilderness Technical Supplement and additional analysis in 
the Little Snake Resource Management Plan, the following 


preliminary findings have been presented for public view 


Av 


representing. If you're representing an organization, 
indicate that. If you're representing only yourself, then, 
indicate you're representing yourself. It would be helpful 
if you would give the reporter a copy of any prepared 
statement you might have. If you have an extra copy, 
please, give it to him just prior to your presentation. 

All individuals are. expected to confine their 
remarks to five minutes or less, however it works out for 
you. This time limitation will be enforced so that 
everyone can be given an opportunity to speak. If time is 
available at the end of the hearing, individuals who are 
unable to complete their testimony will be given the time 
to do it then. They will be called in the same order as 
originally called. I will try to give each of the speakers 
an indication when you have one minute left to complete 
your remarks. 

Written comments will be accepted in lieu of oral 
presentations or as a supplement to your oral presentation. 
All comments will be given the same amount of 


consideration. They should be submitted during the course 


. of the hearing or at any. time on or before May 9, 1986. If 


written comments are not submitted today, they should be 
addressed to the Little Snake RMP Project Manager, Bureau 


of Land Management, Craig District Office, 455 Emerson 


_Street, Craig, Colorado, 81625. This address can be found 
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and comment before preparation of a final document. 
Diamond Breaks is recommended as suitable for inclusion in 
the national wilderness preservation system. West cola 
Springs and Cross Mountain WSAs are not recommended as 
suitable for inclusion. Ant Hills, Chew Winter Camp, 
Peterson Draw, Tepee Draw, and Vale of Tears WSAs are not 
suitable for inclusion in the national wilderness 
preservation system and will be dropped from further 
consideration. 

Again, as is mentioned in the cover of the 
documents and was mentioned earlier comments will be 
accepted through May 9, 1986. 

MR. SPARKS: If there is anyone that came in late 
and didn't get a chance to sign up, this would probably be 
a good time to go ahead and do that. 

To insure that a complete and accurate record of 
the hearing is made, only one person should speak at a time 
and everyone should remain as quiet as possible while the 
hearing is in progress. Curing the hearing, no one will be 
recognized other than the designated speaker and members of 
the hearing panel. Any elected officials present who wish 
to make a statement will be called on first. Other 
speakers will then be called in the order in which the 
requests to speak have been received. To assist the 


reporter, please, state your name, address, and who you are 
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on the inside front cover of the Draft Resource Management 
Plan or in the Wilderness ‘Technical Supplement. 

The transcript of this hearing will be available 
for public inspection at various BLM offices: the Colorado 
State Office in Denver; the Craig District Office and the 
Little Snake Resource Area Office, both in Craig; the 
Vernal District Office in Vernal, Utah; and, the Utah 
State Office in Salt Lake City, Utah. The transcript will 
be available at these locations approximately 25 days after 
the hearing. 

If there are any’ questions on hearing procedure, 
we will answer them now. 

(No audible response. ) 

MR. SPARKS: Okay. If there are no more 


questions, we are now ready to receive your presentations. 


i Please, begin your oral statement by stating your name, 


address, and organization you represent. Our first speaker 
will be Kirk Cunningham. 

MR. KIRK CUNNINGHAM: My name is Kirk Cunningham. 
My address is 680 Tantra Drive in Boulder, 80303. I'm 
representing mostly myself here tonight. I'm, also, the 
Conservation Chairman for the Sierra Club in Colorado, so I 
will make a few comments on that group's behalf. However, 
the official comments, ‘most of them at least, for our group 


will be made by Mark Pearson or Chery Kanier at your 
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hearing out on the western slope. 

As far as the wilderness recommendations are 
concerned, we are disappointed, of course, that the BLM has 
decided not to recommend most of the areas for wilderness. 
In particular, I have personally visited both Diamond 
Breaks and Cross Mountain several times and I certainly 
support your recommendation for Diamond Breaks 
wholeheartedly. Cross Mountain, in particular, I think, a 
bad break from your recommendations. I think it deserves 
much better than that. Vale of Tears is an area I'm 
somewhat familiar with, at least from a distance, and also 
West Cold Spring has a reputation among people that I know 
as an excellent area for wildlife viewing. 

Just a few other comments about some aspects of 
the plan. Aside from wilderness, one of the things that 
we're concerned about in the area is the management of soil 
and water resources because I think the Draft Plan and EIS 
make clear that this is a critical problem in the area or, 
at least, in the western part. I wanted to make two small 
comments with respect to management of these resources 
which I have just gotten to understand just recently. The 
BLM up in Baggs, Wyoming, or in that management area up 
around there has been doing a study along with University 
of Wyoming on the introduction of beaver into stream 


channels as a means of soil and repairing and zone 
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to the extent that they can in any effort to improve 
environment in your resource area through volunteer 
efforts. Thank you. 

MR. SPARKS: John Wade? 

MR. JOHN WADE: I'm John Wade from Pueblo, 220 
West 15th Street, 81003. I speak as the Conservation Chair 
of the Pueblo group of the Colorado Mountain Club and, 
although not officially their representative, to some 
extent for the Conservation Committee of the Colorado 
Mountain Club statewide as a i.. >-. of it and, in turn, 
it's a member of the Coloraco Envi- mental Coalition. 

Since I had expec. ve in a water law class 
tonight instead of here, I have not made the thorough study 
that I might have, but I speak as one of the many eastern 
slope people who are concerned about the resources of the 
western slope and am particularly disappointed that Cross 
Mountain was not recommended for wilderness status. It 
seems to me that at least part of the reasoning why it was 
not relates to oil and gas and all that I can gather is 
that, at least, -- exploration doesn't indicate that much 
likely oil and gas to be there. And, even so, it's a very 
small part of what's available in oil and gas resources 
there. 

On the more positive side, as population 


increases and there are more people looking for outdoor 
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restoration. I only saw one small mention of this in your 
document and I would like you to consider it more carefully 
if you can because it has the advantage of being both cheap 
and effective if this research is to be believed. Another 
thing I would like you to consider is a type -- some 
experimentation, at least, if nothing more, on some 
alternative grazing methods in your district. The Grand 
Junction District has such an experimental program under 
what's called the Savory System and if there are willing 
operators in your area, I would certainly recommend that. 
In general, I think that the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement paints a pretty grim picture of the 
declining resources in this area. It seems that all the 
natural indicators are going down rather than up or even 
remaining level. I don't think -- my own personal opinion 
of this is that the BLM's proposed plan does not do enough 
to maintain the resource, let alone improve it. It seems 
to me that the national environment alternative is a closer 
approximation to what would really protect a resource. 
Finally, let me say that the recent memo from 
Secretary Hodell's office has indicated the importance of 
involving volunteer groups in various types of cleanup work 
and whatever needs to be done in public lands. I would 
certainly like to let you know that the Sierra Club and I'm 


sure other environmental groups are interested in helping 
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recreation, we need to be preserving areas of significance, 
such as Cross Mountain, so that all areas will not be 
overcrowded and over-used and so that not only the 
mountains and canyons, but the wildlife and other features 
may be preserved. I'm thinking of ecological diversity of 
the species that are endangered or, if not strictly on the 
endangered species list, are scarce. Thinking of the 
positive features of that mountain area, there is kayaking, 
hiking in season, and the ability to view falcons, eagles, 
big horn sheep, and a lot of other game and wildlife that 
you would have difficulty seeing as readily. 

I cannot speak as well in the other areas. I 
would think that more than just Cross Mountain ought to be 
recommended, but that's the one I am particularly concerned 
about and disappointed that it was not recommended. 

MR. SPARKS: The next speaker will be Eleanor Von 
Bargen. 

MS. ELEANOR VON BARGEN: My name is Eleanor Von 
Bargen and I live at 5555 East Yale in Denver, Colorado, 
80222, and I'm the President of the Colorado Native Plant 
Society and-wish to make a statement on their behalf. We 
thank you for the opportunity that we have tonight to 
comment on the Draft Little Snake Resource Management Plan. 

The Colorado Native Plant Society will submit 


more detailed written comments on the RMP. So, this 
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evening, I shall merely outline briefly our impressions 
naturally focusing on the RMP's provisions relating to 
plants. 

First, we recognize and appreciate the 
considerable effort and care that has gone into the 
preparation of this plan. Specifically with respect to the 
plant resources, we appreciate the fact that a capable 
trained BLM botanist was involved both in the inventories 
and surveys of the plant resources of the Little Snake area 
and in preparation of this document. This botanical 
expertise together with information provided by other 
botanical scientists is reflected in the listing in the RMP 
of 23 "BLM Sensitive" plant species, together with two 
other plants that are federal candidates for listing as 
endangered species. Obviously, the Little Snake Resource 
Area contains many plants and plant communities that are of 
special interest to the scientific community. The Colorado 
Native Plant Society strongly supports protection and 
preservation of these uncommon botanical resources which 
represent important components of our nation's national 
heritage. 

We are pleased that the Preferred Alternative 
proposes designation of Limestone Ridge as a Research 
Natural Area, and of Irish Canyon, Lookout Mountain, and 


Cross Mountain Canyon ACECs. We are aware of the important 
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only to our state, but also are an importance nationally 
and globally. The Ink Springs site is one such example and 
we urge that it be protected as an RNA. For the same 
reasons, we likewise request and urge that G-Gap and Horse 
Draw be designated RNAs and that Hell's Canyon be 
designated an ACEC. We, also, wish to point out that the 
protective measures outlined in the Preferred Alternative 
for those sites specify “avoidance stipulations for remnant 


" 


plant associations...", but do not specify such provisions 
for the sensitive plant species known to occur on each of 
these sites. 

Similarly, the Colorado Native Plant Society 
urges adequate protective measures to maintain the’ very 
special plant associations found within three other sites; 
Ace In The Hole, Vermillion Bluffs, and Vermillion Creek 
Falls. We appreciate that the RMP specifically recognizes 
and describes the values within these areas and the intent 
to insure their continued survival and to protect them by 
administrative means. We ask that this intent be clarified 
by inclusion in the final RMP of specific fencing 
provisions to protect these areas from livestock grazing. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

MR. SPARKS: Does the panel have any questions? 

(No audible response. ) 


MR. SPARKS: The next speaker will be John 
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plant values for each of these sites and, therefore, the 
Colorado Native Plant Society fully supports designation of 
each of these proposed Special Management Areas. 

We wish to request, however, that Special 
Management Area designation be proposed in the final RMP 
for four other sites, totaling only about 1,525 additional 
acres. We note that each of these four sites, Ink Springs, 
G-Gap, Horse Draw, and Hells Canyon, was indicated as a 
possible Special Management Area under one or more 
alternatives, but that they were omitted from the Preferred 
Alternative recommendations for SMAs. We are puzzled, in 
particular, by the fact that Ink Springs was proposed for 
RNA designation in all of the other alternatives except, of 
course, current management, yet was not so proposed in the 
Preferred Alternatives. Although we realize Ink Springs is 
included in the Irish Springs ACEC, as delineated in the 
RMP, it seems to us logical that any site proposed for RNA 
designation under the alternatives most oriented toward 
resource development, also should receive such designation 
under the Preferred Alternatives. It is not necessary to 
take time here to review the important plant resources 
within the Ink Springs site, as they are well summarized in 
Appendix 22 of the RMP. The Colorado Native Plant Society 
wants to reiterate, however, its concern for an interest in 


the rare plant associations that are of special concern not 
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Norton. 

MR. JOHN NORTON: My name is John Norton. I live 
1818 East 24th Avenue, Denver, 80205. It seems to me like 
this is all boiling down to straight economics. When you 
get down to it, the benefits of wilderness are just as 
tangible and real as the benefits of oil and gas 
exploration. The only problem is is these benefits aren't 
traded on the open market. But, like I say, nevertheless, 
it doesn't make them any less real. As the supply of 
public land available for wilderness decreases, it's value 
increases just like anything else. Given the fact that 
there seems to be little oil and gas potential in these 
Wilderness Study Areas and with so much available around 
them, it seems to me like we would be wasting a viable 
resource in not designating this as wilderness. 

I want to commend the BLM on Diamond Breaks 
designation and hope that you include the others, 
especially Cross Mountain in your considerations. Thank 
you. 

MR. SPARKS: Yeah, does the panel have questions? 

MR. GLEN SEKAVIC: I have a question, yes. You 
spoke of the oil and gas potential in the Wilderness Study 
Areas. Do you have information that would facilitate us 
coming up with a more definitive —- value whatever that 
might be? 
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MR. NORTON: No, I don't, personally. 

MR. SEKAVIC: Okay- Do you know where we may be 
able to supplicate the information that we have? 

MR. NORTON: No, I don't. 

MR. SPARKS: Are there any other questions? 

(No audible response. ) 

MR. SPARKS: Thank you. The next speaker ‘will be 
Tony Mertin. 

MR. TONY MERTIN: I didn't finish writing my 
statement so I'm not -- my name is Tony Mertin. I live in 
Post Office Box 261112 in Lakewood, Colorado. I'm 
representing myself tonight. However, I do belong to 
several environmental organizations and including Earth 
First. My remarks will basically address the economic 
issues of the RMP. 

It is clear after reviewing Chapter 3, economics 
paragraphs that BLM has placed a disproportionate emphasis 
on mineral extraction and resource exploitation in Little 
Snake. BLM has subverted the concept of multiple use. For 
example, of six proposed management alternatives, four 
including the so-called Preferred Alternative, lean heavily 
toward production and development which are synonymous with 
plundering the land. As a further example, grazing is 
authorized on 97% of federal lands in Little Snake and 


livestock products generate 17.5 million dollars in revenue 
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what wild lands remain in this good country, United States. 
Thank you. 

MR. SPARKS: Are there any questions? 

(No audible response. ) 

MR. SPARKS: Thank. you. Our next speaker will be 
Tom Easley. 

MR. TOM EASLEY: My name is Tom Easley. I live 
at 1585 South Steele Street in Denver and I'm representing 
myself here tonight. And, I guess, I should start out by 
saying that while I live in Denver now, I lived in 
northwest Colorado for about 10 years and became very 
familiar with a lot of the lands you're talking about in 
this plan. And, I especially became fond of the Wilderness 
Study Areas that are included within the plan and I think 
it's pretty amazing that out of the eight study areas, 
you'd only come up with one recommendation for a 
wilderness. And, I base this opinion on my own experience 
in wilderness areas around northwest Colorado. I feel 
myself to be very fortunate in living around some of the 
finest wildlands in Colorado for 10 years in the National 
Forest around Steamboat Springs. But, to me, those areas 
cannot compare to the Wilderness Study Areas that are in 
the Little Snake Resource Area. These places are really 
truly wilderness where you don't run across a lot of people 


with high tech backpacking gear and so forth. You're 
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in Routt and Moffat Counties. Yet, hiking, camping, 
fishing, sight seeing, white water rafting, backpacking, 
skiing, and hiking generated 43.7 million dollars during 
the same period of time. I am outraged that the primary 
beneficiary of Little Snake landscape is the cow. 

The paragraphs on economics in the RMP explain 
that the economic base of Routt and Moffat County is as 
mining, agriculture, and trade. Yet, nowhere in the 
chapters in economics did I find any kind of analysis about 
just how much mineral worth was there, what percentage it 
represents of the national mineral wealth available, how 
much it would cost to extract that mineral wealth, how much 
it would cost taxpayers in subsidies just like the 
subsidies taxpayers pay to support grazing in Moffat and 
Routt Counties, and so on. I read that several millions of 
dollars of revenue are generated each year from the mineral 
and livestock activities, but I did not read how much of my 
taxpayer money goes into subsidizing what is perceived 
nationally to be a bunch of welfare ranchers in Routt and 
Moffat Counties. 

I want to close my remarks by asking that BLM 
re-evaluate their position on assigning wilderness lands in 
Routt and Moffat Counties. As the gentleman spoke before 
me, there is just as much value, if not greater value, in 


having wilderness as a resource as there is in destroying 
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really out there in the wilderness. So, I find it 
incredible that you're only talking about Diamond Breaks 
which, of course, deserves it, but so do Cold Springs 
Mountain and Cross Mountain -- Cross Mountain, especially, 


and the Dinosaur contiguous areas. 


To add to that, I also became very much aware of 


the values of the last free-flowing river essentially in 
Colorado, the Yampa River. And, I'm encouraged to see that 
you are talking about a special management provision for 
the Juniper Canyon there. But, I, also, understand that 
there is a strong possibility that the one end of that 
Special Management Area might be given up for coal 
development right next to the river. And, to me, this 
again is very amazing considering the amount of coal 
resources around the area and, to me, that you're not 
talking about a good sense of balance when you give up some 
of those last wildlands and really degrading one of the 
last free-flowing rivers in the state. 

So, I would urge a more balanced view of the 
resource, the wildlife resource, the wildlands resource, 
and the natural free-flowing river resource when you get 
around to making it up for final plan. Thank you. 

MR. SPARKS: Does the panel have any questions? 

(No audible response. ) 


MR. SPARKS: Okay. Thank you. Our next speaker 
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will be Connie Albrecht. 1 


MS. CONNIE ALBRECHT: I'm Connie Albrecht. I 2 


work for Friends of the Earth and I'm here tonight 3 


representing that organization. The P. 0. Box is 728, 4 


Palisade, Colorado, 81526. 5 


I've done a preliminary scan of this RMP and I 6 
have looked at a number of other RMPs that have come out 7 


from the BLM districts. In some ways, I think this, you 8 


know, has some things to recommend. In comparison to the 9 


other RMPs, I think you did more, for example, as far as 


emphasis on soils and vegetation, than did some of the n 


other RMPs. However, there are still some very similar 12 


problems in this RMP, as I've mentioned in comments on 13 


other ones. And, I'll run through a couple of general 14 


problems I see with this in our preliminary analysis. 15 


One, there's no designation of corridors and just 16 


simply putting a few areas off limits to corridor 


development is not sufficient. Also, on this issue, the 18 


other adjacent resource areas have been doing corridor 


designation and it‘s going to look a little odd when you 20 


have a corridor coming to one boundary and, then, stopping 2) 


and, then, from then on out, it's open when you go into the 22 


Little Snake area. So, I think, you really should go back 23 


A-10 


and look at designating corridors and having those match up 24 


across the areas. 25 
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allotments, you have an unknown status. How can you 


possibly have done an assessment and, then, on that basis 


» 


*) 


decided the recommended treatments you have in there? And, 


you have some very specific treatments recommended for the 


a 


range and I think there's an issue here of who is 


w 


subsidizing treatments and whether those treatments are 


o 


designated for special ranchers or particular ranchers or 


N 


if they've really been done on the basis of some 


assessment. And, I think that's a question this RMP is 


° 


going to have to answer. And, you did not look at 10 


alternative methods either, in terms of grazing management. ih) 


The last issue I'd like to speak to and it's our 12 


concern about the Yampa River. We've always supported wild 


13 


and scenic designation for the Yampa. It's very special, 14 


as Tom Easley mentioned, because of its -- you know, it is 15 


the last free-flowing tributary of the Colorado. And, it 


certainly deserves more protection than what it is offered 17 


in this Draft RMP. And, I will be looking at that more 


closely and probably submitting more specific comments on A-12) 19 


what we think should be done, as far as protection. It, 20 


also, does have habitat for some endangered fish species 21 


and I think that the BLM should be talking to the Fish & 22 


Wildlife Service and the work that's been going on with the 23 
Upper Basin Coordinating Committee and some of this area in 24 


the Yampa has been designated Priority 1 habitat for the 25 


A 


On oi} and gas leasing, our contention has always 
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been that having no surface occupancy stipulation is simply 
not sufficient to protect special resources in the area. 
And, that includes some of the rare and endangered plants, 
as well as some of the other riparian and recreation lands 
in the area. The stipulations aren't always enforced and 


they simply don't go far enough in protection. 


I would like to incorporate by reference the 
recommendations that the Colorado Native Plant Society 
offered because I'm, also, a member of the Plant Society 
and I was disappointed that there weren't more ACECs and 
other management considerations given to the plant 
resources in the area. 

On grazing, I found it rather odd that given that 
the -- is the most extensive use in this area that there 
wasn't more attempt made at analysis of problems associated 
with grazing and trying to balance grazing with some of the 
other resources in the area. I'm not trying to run any of 
the ranchers in that area out of business, but I do think 
we have to look at their needs and their use of the land 
and have it balanced with some of the other resources. For 
example, on grazing, one of your charts showed that many of 
the allotments, you don't even know what the status is. 

You don't even know what the condition is of the range in 


those allotments. So, on the basis of the majority of the 
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squawfish and humpback chub. And, whatever protections you 
have that come out of this RMP should be done in 
coordination with that group and their recommendations. 
And, as far as those species, I think we have to, you know 
-- the Yampa is a popular recreation area, but we have to 
also balance the recreation use against protection of 
species. Any questions? 

(No audible response. ) 
MR. SPARKS: 


Thank you. Our next speaker will be 


Doug Rebotham. 


MR. DOUG REBOTHAM: Thank you. My name is Doug 
Rebotham. My address is 360 Humboldt Street in Denver, 
80218. And, I'd like to address the conclusions in the 


Wilderness Technical Supplement and specifically its 
failure to recommend the Cross Mountain WSA for legislative 
protection under the Wilderness Act. 

But, first off, I'd like to maybe reiterate what 
Tom Easley said about the wilderness qualities in the Cross 
Mountain area. In my single visit there, I found them just 
unmatched and truly spectacular and worthy of legislative 
protection. 

Secondly, I'd like to mention my concern that the 
BLM, with all due respect, is excessively territorial in 
its management policies. 


And, none of the agencies issued 


priorities. Is this territoriality better illustrated than 





10 


W 


12 


14 


5 


6 


7 


18 


19 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


ny 


wo 


> 


w 


o 


“ 


° 


10 


n 


12° 


13 


1A 


16 


7 


19 


2) 


22 


23 


24 


25 


A x 


in the area of wilderness recommendation? Although the BLM 
has promulgated a large number of innovated special 
emphasis in management areas, virtually all are 
administrative in nature and do not require any 
Congressional action. Such is the case with wilderness, 
which can be designated only by Congress and within which 
management actions are strictly defined by law. Because 
wilderness legislation severely limits the BLM's control of 
public lands, there seems to me to have been a demonstrable 
tendency within the agency to reduce the acreage that 
Congress will review for wilderness designation. As an 
example of this, the San Juan/San Miguel RMP endorsed only 
one of eight WSAs which were endorsed for Congressional 
wilderness protection by the BLM. The single area was the 
28,000: acre chunk of land in the Delores River Canyon. 

Yet, the BLM couldn't very well ignore public comment in 
which the majority view was very supportive of wilderness. 
Hence, the Weber and Metafee Mountain Wilderness Study 
Areas were not endorsed for wilderness designation by the 


BLM and were administratively closed to development and 


. vehicular access. Squaw Patoose and Cross Canyon, also, 


were administratively withdrawn due to fragile 
archeological resources. However, they were also 

i 
Wilderness Study Areas and were not recommended by the BLM 


for official wilderness designation. 
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to first tonight talk about wilderness in general and why I 
think it's a good idea. There is an ever shrinking amount 
of untrammeled land in the United States as cities expand, 
more oil and gas development, mining development, et 
‘cetera, and therefore I think it is very important that the 
federal agencies do their part to preserve the last 
remaining islands of land that are not developed by man. 
That was, of course, the original purpose of the Wilderness 
Act, to make sure that we had some such lands. These lands 
provide primitive recreation and outstanding opportunities 
for solitude and provide a home for wildlife, which is 
increasingly difficult with all the development. Also, 
wilderness is good economics. We've been discovering in 
the last few years more and more people are coming to 
Colorado and spending their tourist dollars here because we 
have a reputation with having a state that has a lot of 
beautiful land that isn‘t touched where you can go 
backpacking, hiking, fishing, climbing, hunting, et cetera. 
Although most of the land that is well known is 
the so-called rock and ice wilderness managed by the Forest 
Service, I believe that BLM must do its part to preserve 
untrammeled land in Colorado and there's very good reasons 
for this. A lot of BLM land has features not found in the 
Forest Service land. It doesn't have the high mountains, 


but it has more wildlife, a wider variety of vegetation, 
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The point is BLM appears to be very willing to 
protect a number of Wilderness Study Areas through 
administrative means, yet not recommend their designation 
for wilderness legislatively. This keeps all future 
management options within the hands of the agency and the 
problem is that future administrative actions could very 
quietly remove the protected stipulations currently being 
considered in the Little Snake RMP, whereas removal of 
wilderness designation would require an act of Congress. 
And, the relevance that all this holds for the Cross 
Mountain WSA becomes obvious when one considers that the 
Preferred Alternative for Cross Mountain includes SRMA and 
ACEC recommendations for the vast majority of the original 
Cross Mountain WSA. These are administrative protections, 
the intent of which obviously is to preserve the wild 
characteristics of a Land IV recreational pursuits. But, 
the question still remains that if the wild characteristics 
of Cross Mountain are worthy of this protection, why not go 
all the way and recommend it for wilderness. Thank you. 

MR. SPARKS: Questions from the panel? 

(No audible response. ) 

MR. SPARKS: Thank you. The next speaker will he 
Rocky Smith. 

MR. ROCKY SMITH: Hi, my name is Rocky Smith and 


I reside at 1030 Pearl Street in Denver, 80203. I'd like 


A 


and is quite interesting. The few areas that I have 
visited, I have been very amazed at the diversity in the 
scenery and have been quite impressed with it. 

Given all of this, it's very disappointing to 
find that the Little Snake Resource Area on the Draft RMP 
just released recommends only one area for wilderness out 
of eight. I'm glad to see that you did recommend Diamond 
Breaks. I hope you'll continue that recommendation in the 
final RMP. However, all the other areas have excellent 
wilderness characteristics. Of the five Dinosaur adjacent 
areas, all of them with the possible exception of Peterson 
Draw which has a mine just outside the area, all would make 
excellent additions to any wilderness in Dinosaur. So, I 
don't think that a nonwilderness recommendation is called 
for at this time, even though the areas by themselves may 
not be ultra-outstanding as are some of the other areas, I 
still think that these areas can be considered for 
wilderness. They will add to the Dinosaur system and make 
it a little larger, provide a little more protection, a 
little more isolation, a little more primitive recreation. 
So, therefore, I think they should all be recommended or, 
at least, tentatively recommended. West Cold Springs WSA, 
from just glancing over your RMP tonight, I didn't see any 
reason why this area should not be wilderness. All the 


leases are post-FLPMA. It shouldn't provide any problem 
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there and you, yourself, say in the RMP that the area does 1 


have a lot of excellent wilderness characteristics. 2 

The area I'm particularly disappointed to see get 3 
a nonwilderness recommendation is the Cross Mountain WSA. 4 
I visited this area last Memorial Day and had a great time 5 
in spite of some slightly rough weather. First of all, it 6 
was hard to get to and, once we got there, I was very : 
pleased with everything I saw, including the 1000 foot 8 
gorge formed by the Yampa River, a herd of antelope, and 9 
also some small animals and some cultural resources and 10 


other things. And, I see absolutely no reason why this n 





area should not be recommended for wilderness. The BLM 12 
might argue that their designation in the Preferred 13 
Alternative in the RMP for Special Recreation Management 14 
Area might protect this area, but I would like to point out 15 
that this designation could easily be removed by subsequent 16 
agency managers. Also, this area just does not provide 7 
enough protection for the outstanding features in Cross 18 
Mountain. Also, the bighorn sheep there need protection. 19 
It's an excellent area for all sorts of recreations and 20 
just for its own sake, the oil and gas found there, if any, 21 
can certainly be found elsewhere. And, there is just no A-14 | 22 
reason that this area should not be in the wilderness W 23 
system. That‘s all I have to say. Thank you. 24 

MR. SPARKS: Panel members? 25 


A 


should be amended to approve wilderness designation for 
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particularly the Cross Mountain Wilderness Study Area, 
especially when selling 1% of the 1,878,000 acres available 
for federal oil and gas leasing in that vicinity. 
I'm pleased that the BLM has come through with 
its recommendations for wilderness designation for Diamond 
Breaks and Irish Canyon, but I also hope the final plan 
will, also, include designation for other areas, especially 
Cross Mountain, not just administrative protections, such 
-as a Resource Management Area, but instead inclusion also Ante 
for protection under the Congressional Wilderness Act. Any 
questions? 
(No audible response. ) 
SPARKS: Susan Martin. 


MR. Thank you. 


MS. SUSAN MARTIN: I am Sue Martin, 4700 Venturi 


Lane, Fort Collins, Colorado, 80525. I'd like to speak 


with two hate tonight. First, I'm the Conservation Chair 
of the Colorado Native Plant Society and I would like to 
comment on behalf of the Society, supplementing our 
previous remarks that we are, indeed, disappointed that 
only the Diamond Breaks Wilderness Study Area is 
recommended in the Preferred Alternative as suitable for 
wilderness designation. Because, in addition to the 23 
special concern plant species and plant associations about 24 


with you've already heard our comments, the Colorado Native 25 
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UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: No. f 
MR. SPARKS: Thank you. The next speaker is Mary 
Boldt. 
MS. MARY BOLDT: My name is Mary Boldt. I live ‘ 


at 390 South Poplar Way, Denver, 80224. I'm representing 


myself here tonight. I'd like to thank you gentlemen for 
the opportunity to speak. ‘ : 

I would like to support a wilderness designation j 

for BML (sic) lands in the Little Snake Resource Area. 

Rocky mentioned a lot of tourist dollars come into the 

state, but I can also attest to the fact that a lot of 
people move here because of that -- use to get into the 
mountains and experience the wild areas there. I don't 
think we should have to move to Alaska or go up to Alaska 
to see the wilderness areas when they are available close 
by. 

However, I found that there are a lot of 
individuals and parties interested in developing the areas 
for other uses, such as oil and gas leasing which adversely 
impact the wilderness qualities of the lands. I think the 
BML (sic) should be more concerned with insuring that 
wildlife habitats in areas of ecological importance are 
protected, such as Cross Mountain, Cold Springs Mountain, 
the areas adjacent to Dinosaur National Monument, and the 


Yampa River area. I believe the Resource Management Plan 
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Plant Society is equally concerned with conservation of all 
our state's native flora, common species as well as rare. 
Although we realize that wilderness designation may be 


accompanied by problems of overuse or abuse, other forms, 
we nonetheless support wilderness for its many educational 
and recreational opportunities, including the pleasures our 
members, like many other people, derive from quiet 
activities in natural settings. The RMP states and I think 
it's worth quoting candidly, quote, "nondesignation of a 
Wilderness Study Area would cause the loss of wilderness 
values in the long term because of short term surface uses, 
such as road construction, vegetation manipulation, surface 


mining, or construction of facilities." End quote. Page 


4-81. It seems inconceivable, then, that we cannot set 
aside just 7% of BLM lands within the Little Snake Resource 
Area which the eight WSAs would represent to prevent these 
losses to our future quality of life. The Colorado Native 
Plant Society, therefore, supports and urges the 
recommendation of all eight WSAs as suitable for 
designation and we especially support Cross Mountain for 
wilderness area designation recommendation. 

Now, I'd like to change hats and speak for myself 
in a bit of a different vein. By Jeet ies. 2 ama 
research scientist and in my business we are supposed to be 


analytical and logical and take a structured approach to 
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questions. So, naturally, when the RMP arrived, I was 
eager as a person concerned with environmental values to 
look at the Natural Environment Alternative and to compare 
that with other alternatives and ultimately, of course, 
with referral alternative. I particularly was interested 
in the stated objective of the Natural Environment 
Alternative that, "it would emphasize the protection and 
enhancement of the natural environment and resources, of 
substantial scientific interest.” That was a direct quote. 
I want to speak to what our moderator introduced or brought 
up to us as a possible subject of concern and that's the 


merit of the alternatives. When I made a comparison of the 


Natural Environmental Alternative, I first went to some of 


the points, such as oil and gas, surely a developmental 
point. The Natural Environment Alternative says one 
million acres, 1.00 million acres would be open to leasing 


for oil and gas with standard lease terms. Well, surely, 
the energy and minerals is going to be many times that, 
right? Guess again, 1.10 million acres opened to leasing 
with standard lease terms. Well, let's see, the Natural 
Environment Alternative, 686,000 acres opened with seasonal 
restrictions because of critical wildlife habitat. And, 


energy and minerals, the same. Natural Environment 
Alternative, 100,000 acres open with avoidance stipulations 


or no surface occupancy. Energy and minerals, 56,000. 


A «a 


slightly less development alternative, as I prefer to call 
it, would make such a little difference in what is 
available for development and production that it seems 
ridiculous that you have to listen to all of us here 
tonight asking and arguing and begging and pleading for 
setting aside these few areas. Perhaps, five WSAs may be 
lumped into three, grouping the three snail areas and 
adding maybe 50,000 acres and recognizing four other small 
sites as RNAs or ACECs, particularly urging that Ink 


Springs be designated and so forth. Thank you for your 


consideration of our comments. 


SPARKS: Panel, any questions? 


MR. 
(No audible response.) 


MR. SPARKS: Okay. Thank you, ma'am. The next 


speaker is Dianne Andrews. 


DIANNE ANDREWS: My name is Dianne Andrews. 


MS. 


I'm here tonight representing the Wilderness Society. The 


address is 1720 Race Street, Denver, 80206. The Central 


Rockies Office represents over 5000 Wilderness Society 
members in Colorado and Utah. My comments tonight will be 


brief. We will submit more detailed comments before the 
9 dline. 
May deadline a-t? 
To date, less than 1% of the officially 
designated wilderness in the U.S. is managed by the Bureau 


of Land Management. From the looks of this draft plan, the 
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Only 44,000 acres difference. We're talking in an area of: 


1.9 million acres, remember. In areas closed to leasing as 
proposed wilderness, here we would have our difference. 
91,009 acres in natural environment and 35,000 acres in 
energy and minerals. 


Well, surely, I must be looking at 


the wrong issue. So, I looked at livestock grazing. 


Natural environment, oh boy, 124,000 AUMs authorized. 


Surely, energy and minerals is going to be many times that. 


152,000. Only, maybe 20% different. Threatened and 
endangered -- and BLM sensitive plants, surely, the Natural 
Environment Alternative will provide substantive 

national environment, 


protection, won't it? Let's see, 


21,975 acres designated as RNAs or ACECs; energy and 


minerals, 19,380 acres. That's a difference of only 2600 


acres. And, so forth. 


This goes on and on and on. My conclusion -- the 
only conclusion I can logically reach is that the Natural 
Environmental Alternative would be better named the 
slightly less development alternative. In following this 
up, then, I compiled a table in which I examined the 
Preferred Alternative for each issue, all 19 of them, and 
determined which other alternative it most closely 
followed. It was no surprise that the answers were always 
energy and minerals or commodity production. My point is, 


then, that the Natural Environmental Alternative or the 
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BLM plans to do little to enlarge its share of federally 
designated wilderness lands. This is a most unwarranted 
situation since the BLM lands contain the nation's last 
wilderness frontier, a veritable treasure chest of diverse 
wildlands. No other federal agency provides more habitat 
for wildlife or contains more diversity of ecosystems or 
has more potential for archeological discoveries. 

In Colorado, demand for wilderness recreation is 
growing. BLM's draft plan points out that demands for 
nonmotorized forms of recreation appear to be increasing in 
the Little Snake Resource Area, especially in the 
Wilderness Study Areas. The plan goes on to quote a 1981 
study which indicates that “additional wilderness areas 
will be needed in the near future to satisfy demand, supply 
the economic optimum amount of wilderness, and provide 
protection for fragile ecosystems.” 

In utter disregard of the increasing demand for 
and appreciation of these diverse wildlands, only one of 
eight WSAs in the Little Snake Resource Area has been found 
suitable for wilderness designation. Although each of the 
three largest WSAs, West Cold Springs, Diamond Breaks, and 
Cross Mountain, were found to have outstanding 
opportunities for solitude and for primitive and unconfined 
Diamond Breaks, merited BLM's 


recreation, only one, 


recommendation for wilderness. Human imprints on all three 
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areas are minor, according to BLM's evaluation, and 
wildlife is abundant. 

BLM attempts to justify its nonwilderness 
recommendation for Cross Mountain in an area which provides 
crucial habitat for threatened and endangered species and 
uncharted cultural resources on the basis of its moderate 
to high potential for oil and gas resources. Yet, three 
dry holes have been drilled recently around the mountain. 
And, this irreplaceable wilderness represents less than 1% 
of the federal oil and gas acreage in this area. 

Cold Springs Mountain which the Colorado Division 
of Wildlife would like to manage for trophy elk hunting has 
been bumped from the wilderness list in favor or oil, gas, 
and livestock. Again, this area comprises less than 1% of 
the total available mineral acreage in the vicinity. As 
for livestock grazing, at least, one third of the land 
management area is in unsatisfactory condition for 
livestock grazing and another third is in unknown 
condition. So, in addition to the loss of wilderness 
values in this area, we could see an increase in erosion 
and water quality problems if BLM recommendations are 
implemented. 

The Preferred Alternative would allow significant 
adverse impacts to wilderness values to occur on over 60% 


of the acreage studied. In the BLM's own words, quote, 
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MS. MERNA STEINKAMP: My name is Merna Steinkamp 
and I reside at 4700 Venturi Lane, Fort Collins, Colorado, 
and I will be very, very brief tonight. I will make more 
extensive and specific comments in writing later. But, I 
would like to go on record tonight as supporting all of the 
possible wilderness and special management designations 
that are proposed in all of the alternatives and which have 
been eloquently supported by the various environmental 
groups here tonight. 

I really don't want to see our lands plundered 
for more and more economically inviable abuses, such as 
grazing, oil and gas, and coal mining. Some better balance 
can and should be found. Thank you. 

MR. SPARKS: Thank you. Mike Figgs? 

MR. MIKE FIGGS: My name is Mike Figgs. I live 
at 2216 Bluff Street in Boulder, 80302. I would like to 
support the All Wilderness Alternative and specifically I'd 
like to address the five Dinosaur adjacent Wilderness Study 
Areas, Ant Hill, Chew Winter Camp, Peterson Draw, Tepee 
Draw, and Vale of Tears. One criterion that I would like 
to briefly discuss involving these is found in the 
Wilderness Supplement under Criterion #1, Part 2, Special 
Features. This includes ecological and scenic valleys. 


It's not clearly stated in the Wilderness Supplement how 


these areas relate to Dinosaur National Monument in 
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"Opportunities to expand diversity in the National 
Wilderness Preservation System would be lost, as would 
wilderness opportunities within a day's drive of major 
population centers in Colorado and Utah." 

The people of Colorado who care about the 
protection of our public lands cannot, and will not, 
accept these irreversible and irretrievable losses. Thank 
you. 

MR. SPARKS: Thank you. Our next speaker will be 
Dorothy Cohan. 

MS. DOROTHY COHAN: My name is Dorothy Cohan and 
I reside at 2845 Elm Avenue in Boulder, 80303. On looking 
over your recommendations, I was sorely disappointed that 
Cross Mountain area was not recommended due to the major 
recreation areas, kayaking, and hiking, and including the 
wildlife. I just think that our future generations need 
something to be able to have for them to be able to see and 
not just, you know, oil and gas and more pavement. And, I 
think that we owe something to the future. And, the other 
resource is our cultural history and I think there's a lot 
of untapped resources there and I don't think that we can 
just abandon, you know, our past history of American life. 
Thank you. 

MR. SPARKS: Thank you. Our next speaker will be 


M. P. Steinkamp. 


en ee 
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ecological values. I think that increasingly this is a 
more and more important criterion for wilderness 
designation. Generally, they tend -- Wilderness Study r 
Areas tend to be supported for recreational features. I 
think that we need to look more and more at ecological 
aspects of this. 

One of the most important things are watershed 
values. For instance, from these five Wilderness Study 
Areas among others, Warm Springs Draw, Big Joe Draw, 
Peterson Draw, Buck Draw, and Bower Draw, all empty 
directly into the Yampa River. And, it's admitted in the 
Wilderness Supplement that nonwilderness designation would 
increase sedimentation in all of these unless mitigation is 
undertaken on these sites. So, we see here that what 
happens in these areas has direct impact on Dinosaur 
National Monument. I would like to see that you have the. 
ecosystem there expanded and to view these things on the 
ecosystem eanacenare approach where we would be looking at 
watershed values, as well as other values, in wilderness 
designation. 

I've noted that the All Wilderness Alternative is 
90,000 acres or a little bit over and using the 2.4 million 
acre jurisdiction of the Little Snake Resource Area, it 


turns out to 3.7% of the area. Diamond Breaks alone is a 


little under 1.5%. So, although we don't want to 
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necessarily recommend Wilderness Study Areas based on 
percentages alone, I think it's clear that there's -- 


recommendation for these areas. Also, for coal leasing, 
they effect less than 5% altogether and oil and gas is 10%, 
using the figures from the Preferred Alternative -- excuse 
me, coal would be 20%. 

I noted, also, in the Rocky Mountain News last 
week under an article on the ski industry in western 
Colorado that Colorado ski, Incorporated, was mentioned 
that tourism by the year 2000 would be the #1 international 
industry. And, I think since wilderness designation is a 
renewable resource from an economic standpoint that, also, 
I would, like to 


they are worthy of designation. also, 


support Ink Springs as a research and natural area. Any 
questions? 
(No audible response. ) 


MR. FIGGS: Thank you. 


A-21 


MR. SPARKS: Thank you. The next speaker will be 


Dave Allured. 


MR. DAVE ALLURED: My name is Dave Allured and I 


live at 4231 Eaton Court in Boulder, 80303. I have visited 


Cross Mountain and the Dinosaur National Monument and the 
vicinity around it several times within recent years. In 
general, I would like to encourage the Bureau of Land 


Management to reconsider its negative recommendation on 
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and that you really ought to sort of statistically balance 
comparing a speculated potential when you're talking about 
the economic value of the oil and gas potential versus the A-22 
proven and apparently increasingly important wilderness 

values, natural values that are seen in the area and that 

seem to be more and more expressed by people all the time. 

Let's see, I guess the last thing I have to say 

is merely to thank you gentlemen for taking the trip over 

from the western slopes and giving us all time to hear you 
out. Any questions? 


MR. SPARKS: Thank you. The next speaker will be 


Earl Jones. 


MR. EARL JONES: My name is Earl Jones. I live 


at 3035 O'Neal Parkway, Apartment S-21, in Boulder, 803901. 


I'm here speaking mostly for myself. And, speaking for 
myself, I am extremely disappointed that you only 

recommended one of the eight Wilderness Study Areas for 
wilderness protection. In looking over your summary, what 


I found was that there is apparently no known value in 


developing any of these areas and when you contrast this he! 
with the known values in maintaining them as wild areas, 
the known values and preserving ecosystems, and known 
values in recreation, it doesn't seem reasonable that these 
areas should not be recommended for wilderness protection. 


In addition, when you consider the wilderness Study Areas 
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seven of the eight Wilderness Study Areas in the vicinity 
and to reverse them. I believe that they all contain 
substantial values that when added up are of greater long 
term value than mineral development and other commercial 
uses of these wilderness areas. I would, also, like to 
thank you for your recommendation to designate the one 
Wilderness Study Area that you did recommend and I, also, 
thank you for supporting the research and natural area 
recommendations that you expressed. 

I have only had a chance to look over the summary 
of your Wilderness Appendix document before I came to the 
hearing tonight. One thing that I noticed that I thought 
was sort of a glaring problem was that in virtually every 
Wilderness Study Area that you mentioned in the summary, 
you seem to be comparing -- you seem to be expressing on 
the one hand that you did find that, in general, basic 
wilderness values were present in all of the areas and, 
yet, at the same time, almost all of the areas that were 
not recommended for wilderness designation, they were done 
so -- your recommendation was based on primarily the -—- 
excuse me. Your recommendation appeared to be based on 
speculated mineral values for the areas, rather than for 
proven values. The exception to that was that you did 
mention the existence of limestone potential for these 


areas. I think that that's sort of an unfair comparison 
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as the fraction of the land which is potentially available 
for exploitation, it seems that setting these aside as 

wilderness areas would not significantly affect resource 
availability. 


And, given all of that, I simply cannot 


understand the decision not to recommend all eight 
Wilderness Study Areas for protection. 


’ 


MR. SPARKS: Thank you. The next speaker is 


Robert A. Ripple. 


MR. ROBERT RIPPLE: My name is Robert Ripple and 
I live at 2075 Hudson Street in Denver and I'm representing 
myself. I wanted to address a couple of the issues that 
occurred to me as I looked at the Draft EIS, particularly 


with reference to Cross Mountain WSA. I work in the oil 


and gas industry and I am a geophysicist by training and by 


profession. And, I'm familiar with the subthrust style of 


play that exists at Cross Mountain. And, I'd just like to 
point out that that kind of play is very common throughout 


the Rockies. The reserves that have been discovered to 


date with that kind of play are not unusually large and 
that many of the oil fields along the axial uplift. that 
have been discovered in recent years are of marginal 


economic value. Also, subthrust plays tend to be more 


expensive. In the case of Cross Mountain, you're going to 


have surface occupation problems. The topography is 


rugged. As a result, it will be more expensive to drill 
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because: you're going to have to spend more money creating 
roads and, also, creating drill pads. And, currently, the 
price of oil is so low that I don't know of any companies 
in my personal experience that are exploring in the axial 
uplift, although I understand there have been a few dry 
holes there recently. But, what I'm getting down to is I 
really don't think that the axial uplift is a very economic 
play currently and, given the kind of reserves that we've 
seen along the axial uplift in the last five to 10 years, I 
don't think that it's going to be an area that's going to 
be particularly hot for exploration in the next five to 10 
years and probably not into the foreseeable future. 

I wanted to point out that natural resources are 
finite and that in the Rockies wilderness is even more 
finite than oil and gas. And, I don't know exactly how the 


panel addressed the issue of surface occupancy in Cross 





Mountain WSA, but I don't think that that's a very viable 


idea either because realistically if you're going to have 





surface occupancy stipulations, i.e. you can occupy a site 
off of the Wilderness Study Area and then directionally 
drill underneath into the thrusts, you would only be able 
to tap, with current technology at drilling depths that 
shallow, some very limited areas underneath the edges. 
Also, roading the areas would stress wildlife, 


especially the bighorn herd that the BLM is supposed to be 
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Wilderness Study Group, Campus Box 207, University of 
Colorado, Boulder, Colorado, 80309. 

I've visited West Cold Springs and Limestone 
Ridge, as well as Irish Canyon, and I've seen some of the 
other areas from a distance. The CU Wilderness Study Group 


will submit written comments at a later date, but I have a 





few brief ones for the moment. 

I thank BLM for the opportunity to present public 
comment on the Little Snake Draft Resource Management 
Plan/EIS. it is unfortunate, however, that there's very 
little else to thank BLM for in light of -- rather 
irrational nonwilderness recommendations for the majority 
of the WSAs. 

The overemphasis on oil and gas and other 
resource potential are particularly disturbing. The BLM 
wilderness study process does not imply handing resource 
development interest leases on a silver platter with no 
questions asked. The BLM wilderness study process does not 
entail simply lining up Cross Mountain, West Cold Springs, 
Diamond Breaks, and the other WSAs up and stating that high 
potential for resource development exists and all the WSAs 
except for Diamond Breaks and, therefore, no WSAs are 
suitable for wilderness except Diamond Breaks which happens 
to have low potential for development. Yet, this seems to 


be what the BLM has done. 
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attempting to enlarge in the area. Bighorns are 
notoriously prone to stress. Also, roading the area for 
oil and gas would destroy a renewable resource, the 
recreation of the area. The fishing, the hunting, the 
kayaking, and the backpacking will provide a more stable, 
economic base in the long run for west slope communities 
that have been hard hit by boom and bust economics and are 
trying to make the transition to stable economies that will 
pay for the people for decades to come. 

In conclusion, almost any sedimentary basin can 
be interpreted as having oil and gas potential by some 
geologists and geophysicists. And, the question that needs 
to be asked is not can we exploit these resources, but in 
the case of defacto wilderness areas, do we need to exploit 
these resources? And, I'd like to add further that I'd 
like to see Cross Mountain Wilderness Study Area and other 
Wilderness Study Areas throughout BLM lands enlarged. I 
think 14,000 is piddly because I can walk across that in a 
single afternoon. And, that, to me, doesn't really qualify 
as a true wilderness experience. Thank you. 

MR. SPARKS: Our next speaker will be Nicholas 
Brown. 

MR. NICHOLAS BROWN: My name is Nicholas Brown. 
I'm here representing tonight the Colorado University 


Wilderness Study Group. Our address is Colorado University 
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In doing so, the BLM has totally ignored 
recreation values, wildlife values, and other natural 
values of these areas. These can be considered renewable 
resources. The BLM wilderness study process is supposed to 
be a professional impartial process in which impartial 
objective recommendations are to be made about thé public 
lands. It is the U.S. Congress that is tq decide which 
WSAs are to be managed as wilderness and which are to be 
managed for other uses. 

The BLM decision not to recommend Cross Mountain 
as suitable for inclusion as wilderness is just one of many 
decisions which stands out as a glaring example of BLM 
partiality to oil and gas and other resource development 
interests. When BLM ignores wilderness values in Cross 
Mountain, one of the most stunning and ecologically diverse 
Wilderness Study Areas in northwestern Colorado, it shows 
just how irrational BLM decision making in the wilderness 
study process has become. In this case, BLM has ignored 
wilderness wildlife values, such as bighorn sheep, 
antelope, mule deer, elk, endangered fish species, as well 
as Peregrin Falcon and Golden and Bald Eagles that use the 
Cross Mountain WSA as habitat. And, then, BLM blatantly 
overemphasizes resource development potential speculating 
on high potential for oil and gas occurrence. This does not " 


show anything like impartiality. . 


A-24 








9 


20 


2) 


22 


23 


24 


25 


nN 


wo 


os 


a 


o 


N 


° 


20 


2) 


22 


23 


24 


25 


A 61 


While BLM's own analysis shows that Cross 
Mountain and West Cold Springs Mountain qualify as A-25 
wilderness, then, BLM states that wildlife, recreation, and 
natural values can be protected with administrative 
designations while allowing potential oil and gas 
development to occur. Well, when oil and gas development 
does occur, roads are developed, pipelines are laid, 
utility quarters are set up, and wildlife is disturbed and 
threatened. 

While supporting BLM efforts to protect rare and 
unique plants in Irish Canyon and adjacent Limestone Ridge 
with administrative protection, the University of Colorado 
Wilderness Study Group questions the effectiveness of these 
designations in times of intense resource development. 

This is why the Wilderness Study Group recommends 
protection for Cross Mountain, West Cold Springs Mountain, 
Vale of Tears, and Diamond Breaks, as well as the other 
WSAs in the Little Snake Resource Area and recommend that 
protection be nothing short of inclusion into the National 
Wilderness Preservation System as wilderness areas. 

Just a few more comments I'd like to make. One 
of which would be as far as Vale of Tears, Tepee Draw, Ant 
Hills, Winter Camp, and some of the other small study 
areas, WSG highly recommends these areas as additions to 


the Dinosaur National Monument because they would round up 
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Group and its chief proponent, Dale G. Berry. He's fallen 
behind on payments for 13 northwestern Colorado ranches. 
He -- for reservoir site and has been in arrears on 
property taxes. The Galloway Group Ltd. office in Meeker 
is closed and Executive Vice President Phil Ray has found 
another job. The Bureau of Reclamation has said, which 
operates most of the dams along the Colorado River and its 
tributaries, that the plan's chances were less than 
nothing. 

So, if, in fact, the Cross Mountain Dam is not 
what's really behind not designating this area as a 
wilderness, perhaps it's this. "As opposition mounted," 
quoting the paper, “Berry shifted into low gear mainly 
because of funding, he said. Most of the potential 
investors were in the oil and gas business." So, I'm 
wondering if the oil and gas people aren't the ones that 
really have pushed, especially Cross Mountain which is the 
area that I'm most familiar with. 

Maybe, reviewing quickly some of oil investing 
and drilling statistics are important. On an average, 85% 
of all holes drilled for oil and gas are dry. I'm sorry, 
for oil, not gas. Over half of those are not economical 
and that's one of the things that I learned very hard. 
And, that is that there can be mud in the soils. Different 


soils may not be good enough to bring in enough of the oil 
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topographical boundaries to Dinosaur. Also, CU Wilderness 
Study Group finds it unfortunate that the Little Yampa 
Canyon has not been evaluated -- in the scenic river 
potential and that, at the very least, it should be 


designated as an ONA. Do I have any more time? 


MR. SPARKS: You've about used your time. 
Mk. BROWN: Okay. Thank you very much. 
MR. SPARKS: Thank you. Let's take about a five 


minute stretch break and, then, we'll continue. 
(Brief recess off the record.) 
MR. SPARKS: Our next speaker is Roger Fuehrer. 


MR. ROGER FUEHRER: Thank you. My name is Roger 


Fuehrer. I live at 4225 East Mexico, Denver, Colorado, 


80202. That's Apartment 1304. I'm here as a native of 
Colorado and a highly experienced oil development investor. 
I did not say rich investor because I have learned, having 
invested starting in the early 70's, in the school of hard 
knocks. But, before I go into that, I'd like to say that 
I, also, worked for the Bureau of Reclamation for several 
years and I know that no plans to build a water project 
ever die. And, I‘m beginning to wonder if perhaps the real 
reason why an area like Cross Mountain wasn't designated 
was because there still is the plans to build a Cross 
Mountain Reservoir. But, I'd like to quote the Rocky 


Mountain News, Monday, January 6, 1986, with the Galloway 


1Ne 


- for all sorts of different reasons which the investment 


programs talk about. They are not able to make even a hole 


that has oil economical. Over half of them that have oil 
in them are not economical. This means that only one in 20 
holes drilled on a national average are economical. But, 
what we are talking about is both developmental and 
exploratory drilling sites. The area of northwest Colorado 
is not a development area drilling program. It's strictly 
exploration. The national average is that about 93.5% of 
all exploratory holes that are drilled are dry. Again, 
those that have oil, approximately half of those are not 
economical. So, that leaves us with approximately 97% of 
all holes that are drilled or one in 40 have oil economic 
recovery. I have now learned to invest in this kind of a 
program would make about as much sense as investing in a 
ski area in Kansas and Texas. So, that's why I am not a 
rich experienced oil development investor. 

The average well that is economical -- a good 
well produces approximately 15,000 barrels of oil over its 
lifetime which means 20 to 25 years at the current price of 
anywhere from $12.00 to $15.00 a barrel and who knows where 
it will be in the future. What this means is that 
approximately 40 wells are going to have to be drilled to 
bring in a total of about $175,000.00 over a period of 20 


to 25 years. 
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The Tourist Bureau indicates that the average 
tourist spends $35.00 a day. That is compounded to well 
over $50.00 a day when you add in all of the other related 
industries and businesses. Approximately, $50.00 a day to 


the local economy. Or, over the period of a lifetime of a 





well, you would have to have 2200 man day visits of 
recreational or tourist use that would equal one well. 
The BLM has unique land form features in its 
area. It has an opportunity to preserve some great land 
that has not been preserved. The area of northern Colorado 
ie most excited and I would hope that all eight WSA areas 


A-27 
This would put 


be recommended and changed for wilderness. 
the economic base where it belongs, into long recreation 
and tourist dollars without destruction of Colorado's 

greatest asset and that's our natural scenery. Thank you. 


MR. SPARKS: Thank you. Our next speaker is 


Gingy Anderson. 





MS. GINGY ANDERSON: My name is Gingy Anderson 
and I'm here independently, I guess, although I've been 
affiliated with the Wilderness Study Group in the past. 
and, my address is Flagstaff -- Star Route, Boulder, 
Colorado, 80302. And, I just kind of scribbled this so 
I'll have to try and read it and it might be kind of hard. 
So, you'll have to excuse me if I stumble. 


I want to say that I applaud the BLM's 








A «7 


overgrazing and other activities’ which increase surface 
disturbance, will increase soil runoff and erosion and 


consequently increase both the suspended and dissolved 





loads in adjacent tributaries. As the RMP itself 
acknowledges, pois in this area are very saline and so, 
therefore, an increase in erosion will change the solidity 
of the runoff in the surrounding watershed. Changes in 
this watershed will affect the Yampa and eventually even 
the Colorado River. I ama geologist and not an ecologist, 
but I do know that all ecosystems are in some way connected 


and what happens on Cross Mountain will certainly affect 





Colorado in other ways. 
There are already close to two million acres of 


land leased to oil and gas just in the vicinity. There 


are, at this time, only 36,000 proposed acres of 


wilderness. I think that the addition of Cross Mountain as 


a wilderness area would be using this land to its greatest 


potential. I don't know what administrative protection is. 


A-28 
I guess, that's what the alternative is to the legislative 


designation. But, I don't trust the sound of it. And, I 





don't believe that it will get the protection that it 
needs. 


MR. SPARKS: Questions, clarifications? 


(No audible response. ) 


MR. SPARKS: Thank you. Our next speaker is 





7 





18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 











‘the varied landscape and recreation possibilities. 








A « 


recommendation for Diamond Breaks as wilderness, but I have 
to question their decision not to Pacommane some of the 
other areas. Cross Mountain is the area of which I am most 
familiar and so it is the one which I will address. This 
area's wilderness values are unquestioned. It offers 
tremendous recreational opportunities; hiking, backpacking, 
and kayaking. I've heard numerous accounts of friends who 
have run into herda of bighorn sheep and wild horses. 
Cross Mountain is crucial habitat with numerous threatened 
and endangered areas. These facts are all acknowledged in 
the BLM Resource Management Pian and yet this area was not 
designated due to potential oil and gas resource conflicts. 
I urge the BLM to give equal consideration to the value of 
wilderness as a resource in itself; a resource that, if 
managed correctly, will be sustainable for our need and use 
of wilderness which ien't a boom and bust cycle such as the 
oil and gas economy which, as we 411 know, is widely 
fluctuating. This fact coupled with the high cost and 
generally low cover of hydrocarbons in the Rocky Mountain 
basing means that, if anything, an unstabla economic 
investment for this area. Wilderness is a sustainable 
resource or it can be. 

I am, also, concerned about the environmental 
impacts that will result without wilderness designation of 


Cross Mountain. O11 and gas drilling, as well as 
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Linda Batlin. 

MS. LINDA BATLIN: My name is Linda Batlin. I 
live at 680 Tantra Drive in Boulder, 80303, and I represent 
myself. I have lived in Colorado almost 14 years. I enjoy 
I, 
also, spend my springs and autumn exploring BLM areas. I 
have visited two of the eight areas in the Little Snake 
region, Diamond Breaks and Cross Mountain. I was sorry 
that only one of the eight areas was recommended for 
wilderness. I am pleased that Diamond Breaks is being 


recommended and I commend the BLM for that. But, I was 
dismayed that Cross Mountain was deemed as unsuitable for 
wilderness. I find this a great inconsistency. 

Cross Mountain is such an extraordinary area that 
it deserves permanent protection rather than the 
administrative protection that the BLM proposes which would 
leave the area open to mining claims. Not only is Cross 
Mountain rich in archeological remains, it also has 
abundant wildlife. Last May when I was there, we were 
crossing a grassy plain on top of the mountain and a herd 
of antelope charged up to greet us. This WSA is about the 
most varied one that I have seen from its steep canyons to 
the broad grassy plains to the breathtaking 1000 foot gorge 
that has been carved by the Yampa. Surely, wilderness 


attributes abound here and this is a resource that neede to 
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be sustained through wilderness protection. 
Wilderness management is inexpensive relative to 
in the face of 


oil and gas leasing and drilling. And, 


massive budget cuts, it should be regarded more favorably. 
8% of Colorado's land area remains wild, but only 4% 
currently protected through wilderness protection. Let's 
not lose the other 4%. I urge the BLM to reconsider Cross 
Mountain and make a recommendation for wilderness 
protection for this and other areas in the final plan. 
Thank you. 

MR. SPARKS: Thank you. Our next speaker is 
Martin Walter. 

MR. MARTIN WALTER: 


Hi, my name is Marty Walter. 


I live at 3333 Nebo Road, that's N-E-B-O, Jamestown Star 


Route. It isn't in any town. With your permission, I'd 


like to hand this to you. The thing I just handed out was 
a picture which I've been looking for for a long time. I 
finally found it. It's a picture of the United States at 
night by satellite. I was looking for some proof that I 
could make of this wilderness map of the United States. 


It's 1980. You probably can't see all of it, but there's 


this little map of the United States and there's some 
little black dots that designate the defacto wilderness. I 
the wilderness that was left in the United States in 


mean, 


1980. And, since then, James Watt has been using some 


An 


again and I decided tonight I'm not going:to be polite for 
once in my life because I don't represent anybody but A-29 
myself tonight. 


You can judge from results where are these 


fellows’ hearts? I mean we've been listening all night 


here, okay? Where's the oil and gas people? Their big 


offices are right down the road a piece. I had to come all 
the way from God knows where and all they have to do is 
just walk down the road. So, where are you oil and gas 
people? They must write awful effective letter because I 
haven't heard a single word for oil and gas tonight. Now, 
I'm going to stay until the end to see if I can hear one, 
okay? I don't think I'm going to. I get the impression 
that the BLM goes way out of its way to protect the 
possibility of a development of some oil somewhere. Three 
dry holes in Cross Mountain equals a high development 
potential. Well, we've got the last goddamn tributary of 


the Colorado, the Yampa. If you're not going to protect 


the last tributary, what are you going to do? When are you 
going to start protecting something? It's the last free 


tributary. Three dry holes is high potential. We've got 


the last tributary of the Colorado River. It's 
free-flowing. Have you ever heard of slant drilling? If 
there's a big oil shortage in the future, you could have 


this 14,000 acres -- you can slant drill into it if it's 
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white out. Okay. Now, above this we have a satellite 


picture of the United States at night. Okay? As I 


demonstrated here, USA at night, light equals urbanized. 


Just because it's black, doesn't mean it's wilderness. 


There's a huge area here that's an atomic test site, for 


example. It should be glowing in the dark, you know. 


Anyway, 200 years ago, the whole place was black. Okay? 


Now, the eastern half of the United States, starting from 


Kansas is practically solidly lit. Okay? So, everything 


has gotten whittled down. We've got lots of lights all 


along the coast and all through the Rockies here. Lots of 


lights. Okay? That's what our culture has been doing to 


the wilderness, whittling it down, whittling it down. That 


brings us down to 1.3 million acres in the Craig District. 


Okay. Now, they whittle that down when they’re talking 


about wilderness. There exists, at least, 150,000 to 


200,000 roadless acres there, but that got whittled down to 


91,000 acres -- or, actually, 9,887 acres that they 


consider for wilderness. And, now, they're telling us 
they're going to whittle it down further to 36,000 acres. 
Welre only going to give you Diamond Breaks at 36,000 
acres. I don't think that's much to be thankful for. 
Okay? Although I should be polite, I suppose. But, I 
don't feel like it. I really don't feel iike it. I 


decided -- I've been to hearings like this time and time 


Az 


that big of a deal. If it that's big of a deal, the 
Congress will undo wilderness designation. I mean, what 
Congress gives, Congress can take away. So, I’m just 


visibly upset tonight. 
So, we start with a country full of wilderness. 
We've got 3.1 million acres in the Craig District gets 


whittled down, whittled down, whittled down. If you gave 


it all to us, if you gave 91,000 -- and, what are you 


giving it to? Are we buying it? Are we big money guys? 


Not a 


No. None of us are making a dime here tonight. 


single one of us are paid. Why are we here? Because we 


love the damn place, that's why- So, I mean, I've listened 


and listened and listened all night and got this report. 
If NASA gave as much consideration to safety as you do 
wilderness, we'd never gotten off the launching pad, let 


alone had a big accident. It‘s not funny. It's just true. 


Are we going to leave any decisions for the next 


generation? Any, at all? Are they going to have any 


wilderness to play with? Even decide whether they want to 


have it or not? 
So, I guess, I've said my piece and I'll retire. 


Thanks for listening. And, I don't know. I just -- if I 


listen to all this tonight and I was one of you guys, I 


couldn't sleep tonight. I really couldn't. Thanks. 


MR. SPARKS: Thank you. Our next speaker is 
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Lawrence Papp. 

MR. LAWRENCE PAPP: My name is Lawrence Papp. I 
reside at 6224 Powell Road, Parker, Colorado, 80134. I'm 
representing myself. I support recommending all eight 
Wilderness Study Areas to wilderness protection. I 
strongly oppose the Preferred Alternative recommended in 
the Draft Resource Management Plan. I feel the Preferred 
Alternative inaccurately addresses the issue of wilderness 
protection. The eight Wilderness Study Areas encompass 
nearly 91,000 acres. The BLM has recommended only one area 
of 36,000 acres as suitable for wilderness. 

I feel that Cross Mountain Wilderness Study Area, 
an area of 14,081 acres that contains some of the most 
stunning and ecologically diverse country in northwest 
Colorado, is worthy of wilderness protection. BLM 
speculates that there is moderate to high potential for oil 
and gas. The agency apparently ignores, at least, three 
dry holes recently drilled around the mountain. This area, 
also, contains important habitat for Peregrin Falcons, 
Golden and Bald Eagles. 

I oppose the BLM recommendation of no wilderness 
protection for Cold Spring Mountain. This area comprises 
less than 1% of the total available mineral acreage in the 
vicinity. This area, also, contains outstanding wildlife 


values. 
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organizations I represent here today are the Colorado 
Mountain Club and the Colorado: River Coalition. The 
Colorado Mountain Club is an outdoor outing group based 
basically on the front range, but we have members on the 
western slope, too. And, the Colorado River Coalition 
which is a group of river orientated outdoor enthusiasts 
and conservation groups. 


The reason why I'm representing these groups here 








today is because I have extensive experience in these 
areas, having been a river guide in the Dinosaur National 
Monument Area since 1969. And, over those years, I've 
guided probably about 1000 people through Dinosaur National 
Monument. Now, some of the areas that we really enjoy 
hiking up are the areas north of Dinosaur National 
Monument, in particular Tepee Draw, Peterson Draw, and the 
Vale of Tears. These areas all have excellent wildlife. 
There are a lot of mountain lion there. It seems like deer 
like to migrate alongside the rim there and the mountain 
lion like to hunt them. And, I've, also, seen extensive 


Indian archeological sites. We've found -- blades, chips 





all over. Apparently, this area geologically has a lot of 
flint and churt in it and I'm surprised that your study 
does not call this to question. Especially, the Diamond 
Breaks area which is adjacent to the Jones Hole (phonetic) 


drainage. -- may call it a patshole (phonetic) or a 
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I support wilderness designation for the five 





Wilderness Study Areas that border Dinosaur National 
Monument. These areas would topographically complete the 
poundaries of the national monument. The BLM has failed to 
make these recommendations. 

I do commend the BLM for their recommendation of 
wilderness protection for the Diamond breaks Wilderness 
Study Area. I support designation for the Irish Canyon as 
an area of critical environmental concern and Limestone 
Ridge as a research and natural area. 

In closing, I feel the draft plan falls short in 
protecting a small part of the Craig District BLM land that 
contains outstanding wilderness characteristics. For this 
and future generations of Americans to enjoy and protection 
of wildlife habitat, I strongly urge the Craig District to 
improve the plan by recommending seven more Wilderness 
Study Areas for permanent protection in the final plan. 
Thank you. 

MR. SPARKS: Any questions? 

(No audible response. ) 

MR. SPARKS: Thank you. Our next speaker is 
Matthew Duhaime. 

MR. MATTHEW DUHAIME: My name is Matthew Duhaime. 
It's spelled D-U-H-A-I-M-E. I'm a native of Colorado. My 


address is 2512 Mapelton, Boulder, 80302. The 
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pothole. And, these areas are virtually abundant in Indian 


a 


remains, Matatis, pottery, old sites, and so I'm really 
surprised that you aren't talking about saving some of 
these sites, too. 


Basically, the Colorado Mountain Club and the 


Colorado River Coalition would like to see all of these 
areas preserved, all eight designated as Wilderness Study 
Areas. It seems like Cross Mountain, the only reason it's 
really not there, is the proposed dam project. I don't see 
any other viable alternative. I make my living as a 
surveyor and I stake oil and gas wells and I've never seen 
an oil and gas well put into an area like Cross Mountain 
unless there's a lot of oil there. It's going to be hell 
trying to put a road and put a pad up in that area. 

Also, the study seems to lack a lot of history in 
the area. I mean, these areas all adjoin Brown's Park 
which, as anybody in the area knows, covers a lot of the 
ancient folklore and history of the western states with 
rendezvous there. And, in particular, when I was a guide, 
we used to point out the Vale of Tears as we were going 
down the river because it's right there next to the -- and 
one of the main stories that was told to us by a ranger 
once was that at the Meeker Massacre, the Ute Indians took 
several captives, including some white women, and they 


headed off into the hills and that's where they ended up in 
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the Vale of Tears. And, apparently, they did some 


atrocities and one of the women were raped and that's why 
I would hate to see 


it was called the Vale of Tears. And, 


more Vale of Tears being placed on the map because we end 


up raping them. So, let's try and save a few more of these 
Places. Thank you. 

MR. SPARKS: Questions? 

MR. DUHAIME: Sure, any questions? 

(No audible response.) 

MR. DUHAIME: No. 

MR. SPARKS: Thank you. The next speaker is Joe 
McGloin. 

MR. JOE McGLOIN: Hello. My name is Joe McGloin. 


I live at 2716 West 25th in Denver and I represent myself. 
First of all, I would like to thank the BLM for allowing 


this forum tonight to voice our opinions. I, also, would 


like to thank you for the tremendous amount of work that 


Even though I disagree with 


you have done on the project. 
it, it doesn't mean I don't appreciate the work that went 


into it. I'd, also, like to thank all you folks for 


showing up. I'd like to address my comments to the status ae 
of wilderness in Colorado, whether it be BLM land or any 
other wilderness. 

As we all know, the population of Colorado is 


skyrocketing relative to the other states. We, also, know 


A 7 


designate wilderness based on that future need. Any 
questions? 


(No audible response. ) 


MR. McGLOIN: No questions, but lots of answers, 
huh? I thank you. 

MR. SPARKS: Next speaker will be Pam Hoge. 

MS. HOGE: My name is Pam Hoge. I live at 2300 


Iris in Boulder. I've been crossing things out all 


evening. I don't know if I can read this very well 
anymore, but since I've been here this long, I'm going to 
try to get through it all. 

I want to start out by saying it's difficult for 
me to come to testify at hearings like this in some 
building in downtown Denver when we're talking about 
preserving the wildlands. But, I'm here tonight beacause I 
feel very strongly about it, obviously, and about the 
dramatic need for preserving these lands and particularly 
in light of the disturbing small amount that exists today, 
a mere 2.1% and the U.S. has preserved this wilderness. 

I was born and raised here in Colorado and now 
live in Boulder and stay because of its very special 
environmental qualities as I think all of you agree with. 
As a member of a Boulder County long range planning board, F 
I understand and appreciate the difficulties you have in 


A-33 
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that the need for wilderness is, also, increasing. The 


evidence for this is readily apparent. For example, the 
Forest Service has had to institute the permit system in 
the Indian Peaks area simply because there are so many 
people that want to go there. If they didn't have a permit 
system, the place would be completely overrun. Obviously, 
there's a demand there for wilderness. The Forest Service 
has similar plans to institute the permit systems in the 
Eagle's Nest Wilderness Area and the Maroon Bells 
Wilderness Area, again indicating the need for wilderness. 
Since the people are going to be turned away from 
Forest Service wilderness, where are they going to go? 
They're going to go to BLM wilderness in Colorado. And, 
they're going to continue to do this more and more in the 
future as the Forest Service wilderness gets limited in its 
ability to serve the needs of the people. And, what do we 


end up with? At least, in this area we're talking about 
tonight, we end up with 1% of the land being designation or 
recommended for wilderness designation. I have a hard time 
understanding that. Supposedly, the study is based on the 
concept of multiple use. It doesn't seem that way to me 
when a million acres gets appropriated for the gas and oil 
industry and only 35,000 acres gets designated for 
wilderness. What I'd like to see is the BLM take a harder 


look at the future needs for wilderness in Colorado and 


A 2 


making a balanced decision. But, it really boils down to a 


matter or priorities. But, priority has been development 


and extraction of resources until only about 8% of 
Colorado's land can even be considered possible wilderness. 
Now, we have only eight Wilderness Study Areas 
left in this area. I appreciate your recommendation for 
Diamond Breaks and obviously am extremely disappointed in 
your recommendation for the other seven areas. I have 
spent a lot of time in the Dinosaur National Monument area 
and I am very familiar with some of the Wilderness Study 
I've gone 


Areas, in particular the Cross Mountain one. 


back to Cross Mountain quite a few times and it's a 





spectacular place as everybody has mentioned and I know you 


all know. One thing that really amazed me is that you 





could walk within an hour and you could come across several 
different types of very different ecosystems, from the high 
plateau of the mountain tops to the east/west valleys on 
the other side of the mountain. We've discovered a lot of 
Indian artifacts and were told that it was rich in 
archeological heritage. We came across an arrowhead once 


that was about that big. Then, to the dramatic gorge and 


all of its beautiful side canyons. I remember standing on 


the top of the rim and you could hear the rapids of, what 


is it, 1000 feet below. Cross Mountain wilderness 


qualities are well acknowledged. And, I'm going to say 


A-33 


A-34 





22 


23 


24 


25 


19 


20 


2) 


22 


23 


24 


25 





A 2 


this and everybody else has said this. And, the potential 


of oil and gas is just that, a potential. 
The protection of wilderness supplies a more 
stable source of income for the human population in terms 


and habitat for hunting, as opposed 


of recreation, tourism, 


to the boom and bust cycles of the nonrenewable resource 





development. I know that in the Craig area that hunting 
has been a very important element in this local economy 
particularly during the down cycles of the energy busts. 
I do appreciate your concerns in wanting to 
protect these areas administratively, but the reason why reign 
I'm here tonight is that I do feel very strongly that I 
specifically want you to recommend that all eight areas for 


wilderness in order to insure that their preservation 


endures the whims of the administrations in years to come. 





We're not starting from scratch. We all know 


that. This is the last chance for us to preserve a 
dwindling, renewable resource for generations to come. As 
guardians of these lands, we must rely on your better 
judgment and I ask that your final plan will include a 
recommendation of wilderness for all of the WSAs. And, 
thank you for coming to Denver. 

MR. SPARKS: Clarifications? 
(No audible response. ) 
David Walder is our next 


MR. SPARKS: Thank you. 
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sections of the Grand Canyon or Yosemite or you pick your 
spot were being studied here, they probably would have had 
trouble passing your no wilderness test. 

Going to Cross Mountain, the ACEC doesn't protect 
an area like wilderness designation does. Here we have a 
fine opportunity to protect it with wilderness and you go 
one step below, if it is that close. You know, though BLM 
today wants protection of some of the wilderness values of 
Cross Mountain, what about your successors who don't feel 
as committed to these wilderness values as you do? What 
happens in just another administration? We know how much 
change can come about and without that wilderness 
designation there it just really won't have the true 
protection that it needs. 

To feel that you, gentlemen of the BLM, have done 
your duty by recommending only one WSA is hogwash. Really, 
Congress enacted the Wilderness Act, FLPMA, and many other 
statutes to protect and preserve some of the unique and 
wonderful examples of wilderness for present and future 
generations. BIM's duty is to everyone, not just certain 
special interests which, of course, brings us to economics. 
Short term greed versus long term sustainability of 
resources values. You know, the energy resource extraction 
business funding often has a tumultuous boom/bust effect on 


the local economy. I think the people of Craig are quite 
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speaker. 
MR. DAVID WALDER: My name is David Walder. I 


live at 2300 Iris Avenue in Boulder, 80302. Well, first of 


all, I, too, am outraged, appalled, upset, and all the 

other emotions that we feel because Cross Mountain truly is 
an amazing place. I've been there a number of times over 
the years and I could try to describe to you all the 
it justice. 


wonders of it, but it really wouldn't do And, 


if Cross Mountain doesn't qualify by the BLM as wilderness, 
this decision against wilderness must be looked at as being 
so discretionary as to approach being arbitrary. It's just 
really an outrageous concept after spending time there and 
really thinking about what would qualify and what should. 
I'm, also, very concerned about the process that 
brought about this decision and about the people, the 
officials, who made this decision. The bias against 
wilderness by this RMP is shortsighted and shows lack of 
good faith in the process. As I skimmed the RMP, I asked 
why not more wilderness recommendations in the Little 
Snake? The answers found were a fine line of excuses. 
They included: other wilderness areas exist close by; 
potential, but not proven energy resources are on a WSA; 
or, it can be protected through other means; or, 
representation of features partially achieved in other 
I envision that if remote 


areas. A lot of fine words. 


Ass 


aware of that. The economics of wilderness is more long 
term and sustainable and to consistently choose these 
energy economics that really produce these booms and busts 
is ignoring the long term aspect of it. The local economy 
can rely on recreation long into the future, long after any 
possible wells have stopped producing. 91,000 acres of i 
wilderness will not have a detrimental effect on the t 
economy of the nation or Colorado or even Moffat County. 

What I ask is that you gentlemen recover from H 
this hearing and others like it by spending a few days in 
these WSAs and search inside yourselves and try to find 
some of your lost values. I can see that, as you dangle 
your feet over the edge of Cross Mountain Canyon after 
spending a few nights there away from the hustle and bustle 
and the pressures of people like us, you can ask yourself 
how should this be in 100 years? What do you really want? 
What is best? And, then, I ask you to redo your decisions 
in this RMP and recommend all eight WSAs for wilderness. | 
And, I do have a few questions. One of which is why this 
bias against wilderness and it seems to be coming out in 
most RMPs around the state where the very small percent is 
recommended for wilderness where the report, itself, does 
talk about the wonderful wilderness qualities and there's 
not a whole lot of conflict sometimes. 


MR. SPARKS: We won't respond to the questions 
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here. If you want to stick around after the session, why, ) 


the BLM staff would be glad to -- 2 


MR. WALDER: Okay. I'll ask one quick question 3 


more since I'm not going to get a response. Is the 4 


possibility of a dam any part of the decision process? 


And, that's it. Thank you for your considerations. 


MR. SPARKS: Yeah, thank you. Any clarification 





questions? A-36 


(No audible response.) 


MR. SPARKS: 





Okay. I'll repeat something we 
mentioned earlier that when we break after everyone -- VW 
after all the speakers are finished, then, the District 12 
Manager and some of his staff will be available in the room 13 
for questions that need clarification. 14 

The next speaker is Rosalind McClellan. 15 

MS. 


ROSALIND McCLELLAN: My name is Roz 16 


McClellan. I live at 483 Marine, Boulder, 80302. I moved 7 


to Colorado 16 years ago which statistically speaking 3 18 
probably makes me a relative old time resident. I've been 19 
following the BLM planning process since 1981 doing 20 


volunteer work with -- Sierra Club of the Wilderness 2) 





Society. I'm pleased that you all came this far to hear 22 
our comments tonight and I'm very pleased that you 23 
24 


recommended Diamond Breaks for wilderness. I have quite 


voluminous comments on the RMP format which I don't have 25 


A 87 


Regarding wildlife, especially nongame species, I r 
feel that the emphasis on the mineral and commodity 2 
development of the Preferred Alternative does not 3 
adequately address the importance of maintaining habitat. 4 


As stated in the RMP, the resource area contains habitat 5 


crucial to many species of land animals, birds, and fish 
now crowded more and more by cumulative impacts throughout ree 
the region from housing and mineral development, grazing, 
and water pollution. Riparian areas under BLM management 
are scattered sparsely across the arid landscape of this 10 
region and constitute the only safe havens for migratory Tr] 
waterfowl and other specialized forms of wildlife. The BLM 12 
has a primary responsibility to insure that these areas_ 13 
under its jurisdiction do not lose their ability to sustain 14 
these fragile wildlife populations. Unlike livestock and 15 
energy, these species, once gone, cannot be replaced. 16 
I have lots more to say than I'm able to say in 7 
the short time. I appreciated the fact that the RMP, 18 
perhaps, more than some other RMPs statewide acknowledged 19 
the increasing droves of public lands users who depend on 20 
public lands for other than consumptive purposes and that 2 
the BLM even attempted to derive economic values from their 22 


activities. The BLM is involved in a delicate balancing 23 


act in attempting to define conflicting demands 24 


It is caught between the pressure for 25 


objectively. 
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the time to tell you in detail now. I like the distinction 
between the alternatives compared to some other RMPs which 
had fewer alternatives and didn't give you such a clear 
sense of what would be necessary to further one particular 
direction or another. I felt the range of choices within 
the alternatives was too small, however, and didn't allow 
for genuine choices between distinct futures for the 
region. I felt that many areas have been understudied like 
archeology and wildlife habitat indicating a possible lack 
of funding. I thought some were follow through 
ramifications of the Watt era. And, I notice a tendency in 
the RMP to emphasize intensive management of soils, 
watersheds and water quality, timber, natural features, 
wildlife habitat, forage which I've seen in some other RMPs 
which alarms me in the fact of possible serious budget 
cuts. I wish there was some kind of provision on -- 
enhancement and restoration if we were confident that the 
funding would be there to implement it. Since that's 
uncertain, it might be wise in the final RMP to put in some 
provisions that if funding is not provided, some kind of 
reductions would take place in the environmentally 
destructive priorities in the RMP since they wouldn't be 
able to be rehabilitated. And, from that point of view, 
the Natural Environment Alternative is preferable if there 


were to be lower funding. 
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development coming locally from the bottom up and from the 
administration from the top down. It has, also, caught 
between a past which has relied primarily on extracted 
industries and grazing and a future which many feel will 
tend more toward recreation and tourism as an economic 
base. I would like to question an assumption implied in 
the RMP's brief venture into philosophical speculation on 
Page 3-85 that somehow local economic needs and the largest 
societal need to preserve resources are incompatible. 
Local communities throughout Colorado are finding that 
recreation can provide both a more environmentally sound 
and economically stable source of revenue than the 
traditional extracted economic activities. Recreation, 
while not as high in rank in the Craig area as it is in the 
-- well, it's second or third, I guess, depending on Moffat 
or Routt County, but statewide recreation is second in 
revenue producing in size. And, may loom larger in the 
Craig economy as time goes on. And, within the recreation 
industry, I notice from your charts, that nonmechanized 
forms of recreations, such as boating and hiking, compete 
well economically with more developed forms of recreation, 
such as hunting and ORB use. 

The BLM can further the recreation potential of 
the Little Snake Resource Area by placing more emphasis in 


the final RMP on resource protection in the RMP and 
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de-emphasizing the more unstable and environmentally 
destructive economic options. By upgrading brows and big 
game habitat more than you are currently planning and by 
active restoration of trout fisheries and other such 
activities, the BLM could go far toward achieving harmony 
between local and societal interests. To quote Ed Marsian 
in the High Country News, "In the west, the time is right 
for a major economic shift. The decline of mining, 
ranching, of oil and gas drilling and of power plant 
drilling has created a partial economic vacuum. It is, at 
least, conceivable that extracted economies which destroyed 
a land could be replaced by economies which maintain or 
enhance the land." 

In this RMP, I would like to have seen the BLM 
take more leadership in this direction. And, I'll be 
submitting written comments on my other points. Thank you 
for the opportunity to speak. 

MR. SPARKS: Clarifications? 

(No audible response. ) 

MR. SPARKS: Thank you. The next speaker will be 
Virginia Castro. 

MS. VIRGINIA CASTRO: My name is Virginia Castro. 
I reside at 604 Walsen Avenue in Walsenburg, Colorado, 
81089. I'm representing myself this evening. I have been 


a Coloradoan for over 18 years and that may not seem like 
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really tired. It's been a long day. And, unfortunately, I 
don't have very formal or substantive comments to make 
tonight. We will be submitting written comments. 

I'd like to take off my official CEC shoes 
tonight and put my hiking boots on for a moment. I haven't 
had them on for a while. I'm from Durango. I've lived 
down there for about nine or nine and a half years and have 
been here in Denver for about six months. And, I can say 
without a doubt that my most memorable experiences in the 
wilderness have been out in the BLM WSAs, the Wilderness 
Study Areas. I don't think there's anything quite as magic 
as finding a piece of pottery or finding a petroglyph that 
no one has ever found before you or, at least, you'd like 
to think that you're the first one that's found it. I've 
never been up in the Craig District until last fall and I 
went over there to do some hiking with some friends near 
Dinosaur and we went out to a place called Wild Mountain. 
And, Wild Mountain is one of those areas that the BLM 
dropped from consideration because it was too inaccessible 
and we liked that quite a bit. We went up to Wild Mountain 
and it was truly inaccessible. We spent the night out 
there perched on the side of the hillside overlooking the 
Green River and it was the most incredible thing because 


just vast expanses of land surrounding us on all sides and 





not one light to be seen in the darkness except, of course, 
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very long since I look like I'm probably only 18 years old, 
but I'm 19. My family has lived in Colorado for three 
generations off and on, mostly on. One of the primary 
reason for returning to Colorado and staying is the 
spectacular beauty of the outdoors. Anyone who has visited 
the Cross Mountain area, as well as the other seven 
Wilderness Study Areas of the region we're discussing 
tonight, knows of the beauty our state possesses. I won't 
make a long list of facts and figures because I am by no 
means an expert. But, I do know what I like and want. 

And, I am simply testifying to urge you, the BLM, to 
reconsider your recommendations and to recommend that all 
of the Wilderness Study Areas be designated as wilderness. 
The land needs to be protected for ourselves and future 
generations. Thank you for your consideration and time 


and, also, thank you for the recommendation of Diamond 


Breaks. 

MR. SPARKS: Any questions? 

(No audible response. ) 

MR. SPARKS: Thank you. Next speaker is Tamara 
Wiggans. 


MS. TAMARA WIGGANS: My name is Tamara Wiggans, 
T-A-M-A-R-A, W-I-G-G-A-N-S. And, I am the Wilderness and 
Public Lands Coordinator for the Colorado Environmental 


Coalition, formerly the Colorado Open Space Council. I'm 
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the stars. You couldn't see one light from where we were 
and I thought that was a pretty remarkable opportunity for 
solitude. And, in fact, those areas in northwest Colorado 
have some of the best opportunities for solitude. When 
either you're on top of a mountain or you're inside a 
canyon, you're away from pretty much every sign of 
civilization out there. 

These so-called desert areas are not desert 
areas, at all. They're teeming with life. In one 
afternoon on Cross Mountain, you can see bighorn sheep, 
elk, bald eagles, deer, and antelope. We've talked a lot 
this afternoon about -- or, this evening, excuse me, about 
why oil and gas and this proposed site for the reservoir 
and the other reasons aren't good enough reasons, so I 
won't go into that. 

I'd like to say that administrative protection 
for Cross Mountain is no substitute for permanent 
wilderness designation. Unfortunately, this sort of 
pattern -- or, the recommendations we're seeing in the 
Draft RMP from the Little Snake area are kind of a pattern 
that we're seeing all over the west. We're getting real 
dismal recommendations from BLM not only here in Colorado, 
but all over the place. And, unfortunately, if Congress is 
going to hear the truth about these areas from people that 


really know them, they're going to have to hear it from us. 


A-40 


10 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


18 


19 


CAR 
22 


23 «| 





24 | 


| 
25 || 
| 





A 93 


When Congress goes to designate or draw up a wilderness 
bill, they go and they read testimony like we're all giving 
here tonight. They go back in the record and they see, you 
know, umpteen people at a hearing like we are all here 
tonight testifying in favor of this area. So, I'm really 
glad to see everyone here tonight. 

And, I'd like to make a few more suggestions. 
I'd like to thank the BLM for coming to Denver. I suspect 
things are going to be quite different for you in Craig 
Wednesday night. In fact, understatement of the year. In 
fact, there are a few people that are in Craig that are 
sort of connected with the whole wilderness network that we 
run in this state. When I contacted them about the 
Wednesday night hearing, actually they told me they were 
afraid to testify and specifically on Cross Mountain and I 
think the same pressure that these people out in Craig are 
feeling are probably the same pressures the BLM is feeling. 
And, I would just like to say that I hope BLM can make a 
different recommendation -- give us a favorable 
recommendation on Cross Mountain after hearing from all the 
supporters on it and recognize that these public lands 
aren't just for a few, say, grazing permitees or oil and 
gas companies, but they're for all of us and for all 
different kinds of uses. 


A few more real quick suggestions. We support a 


A > 


really respect plant and animal life that is relatively 
untouched by human intrusion and there are precious few of 
these areas left amongst the billions acres of land that 
have been overtaken by human activity. We owe it to our 
fellow species, as well as to ourselves, to support the 
designation of wilderness areas and Cross Mountain and the 
other seven areas we're addressing tonight are very 
appropriate places to do just that. 

MR. SPARKS: Are there any other statements? 

(No audible response. ) 

MR. SPARKS: If there are no more statements, 
this hearing is adjourned. Thank you for taking your time 
and for presenting this information to us. As I stated 
earlier, if any of you have questions, we'd move into the 
informal period and Bill Pulford, the Craig District 
Manager, and his staff are here and, if there's anything 
you'd like to ask, I'm sure that they would do everything 
that they would to provide the answers to the questions 
that we wouldn't respond to because of the mechanism of a 
formal hearing. So, thank you. Thank you all for coming. 

(Whereupon, the public hearing in the 


above-entitled matter was adjourned.) 
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1 wild and scenic study of the Little Yampa Canyon. We, 

2 also, would like to see grazing reductions if, indeed, the 
3 range is in as bad a shape as it appears to be. We, also, 
4 support the research natural area for Irish Canyon and 

5 thank you for the positive recommendation for Diamond 

6 Breaks and hope that we can turn you around on Cross 

7 Mountain. Thank you. 

8 MR. SPARKS: The next speaker is Diane Witters. 
9 MS. DIANE WITTERS: Diane Witters, 80 Clear 

10 Creek, #7, Golden. I am speaking for myself tonight as a 
n person that grew up in Wyoming and who has a growing 

12 appreciation for the very rare wild areas that some parts 
13 of the Rocky Nountain west offer us here. And, this is my 
14 very first public hearing and I'ma little bit awed by the 
15 opportunity that exists for people to stand up and give 

16 their very heartfelt concerns about a place in Colorado 

17 that's particularly rich especially in its ecological and 
18 asthetic (phonetic) values and I just want tonight to 

19 reiterate a point that's been applied so many times by a 
20 lot of speakers and that is that as humans we are one 
21 particular species, one species. Among many others who 
22 have a tremendous degree of power in our hands and we can 
23 choose to either protect and respect the rights of other 
24 living species or else we can choose to dessimate them. In 


25 wilderness areas, our prime place is to show that we do 
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this report, they said, leave it as it is, and 12 per- 
cent, they said decrease it. That's 30 percent wanted 
the increase, so there you got two to one to leave it 
Thank you. 


as it is or take it away. 


MR. LITTRELL: Thank you, Mr. LeFevre. Are 





there any other elected officials in the house who would 
like to make comments this evening? Okay, our next 
speaker will then be Mark Pearson representing the 
Sierra Club. 

MR. MARK PEARSON: My name is Mark Pearson. 
My address is P. O. Box 204, Grand Junction, Colorado 
81502. I'm chairman of the Rocky Mountain Chapter of 
the Sierra Club, which has 7,000 members in Colorado, 
many of whom use the public lands in western Colorado 


and in the Little Snake Resource Area for recreation and 





other forms of enjoyment of public lands. I'm going to 
focus my comments on a few specific items in RMP 

right now and I'll send in written, more specific com- 
ments at a later time. 

I wanted to compliment BLM on its wilderness 
recommendation in favor of Diamond Breaks. We support 
BLM's recommendation and its boundaries for that wilder- 
ness study area; however, we're extremely disappointed 


by the wilderness recommendation for Cross Mountain. 


We feel that it is not supported by any sort of 
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Are there any questions on the hearing procedures? If 
there is, I'll answer them now. 

We'll then proceed with the presentation. 
Again, I want to say, please begin your oral statements 
by stating your name, address and the organization that 


you represent, if there is any other than yourself. 


Our first speaker this evening, we want to give elected 


officials the first opportunity to speak first, and I 
will ask you to come forward, and I understand that Tom 
LeFevre is the elected official who does want to speak 
this evening. Tom, if you'll come forward. By the 
way, before Tom starts, I do have three cards over here, 
and I will be holding them up so you'll have an idea 
of how much time you have left to speak. 

MR. THOMAS E. LeFEVRE: I'm Tom LeFevre, a 
Moffat County commissioner. The Moffat County Commis- 
sioners want to go on record tonight to keep the Cross 
Mountain Canyon in the multiple use. We figure that 
there's an energy source there that we can't take away 
from our kids and their kids, and we want that on the 
record. While I'm up here, read some numbers off the 
report that Mike Strang sent out. He asked the people 
in his district, what do you think about, or do you 
want to increase wilderness, leave it as it is, or 


decrease it? Fifty percent of these people that answere 
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In fact, what BLM has put in the 





substantive reasoning. 


document is flimsy and transparent. The BLM has 
emphasized minerals to an extreme amount in this manage- 
ment plan. Cross Mountain, as BLM should know, is with- 
out a doubt one of the preeminent wilderness candidates 
in Colorado due to its combination of unequaled recrea- 
tion, wildlife, ecological and scientific values. There 
are no other areas in Colorado which offer the range of 
recreational opportunities from white-water boating to 
hunting to caving. There are no other areas which offer 
wildlife habitat for such a diverse range of big game 
animals such as big horn sheep, antelope, deer and elk. 
There are no other areas which are home to as many 
endangered species of fish, birds and plants as is 


Cross Mountain. 


Against these documented wilderness-related 





values BLM offers speculative, unproven oil and gas 


reserves, reserves which are confirmed by no publicly- 










available published data. How can BLM expect us as the 


public to swallow the hugely inflated dollar figures 





of the RMP for unknown and unproven resources? 


There is not similar treatment given to the economic 








value of recreation on public lands. Recreation is one 
of the major growing industries in Colorado and is not 


subject to the economic downturns of the mineral industr 








B 21 
and the livestock industry. The arid country.of the 
intermountain west such as found in Cross Mountain and 
the Little Snake Resource Area is growing increasingly 
popular with recreationists, and if it is managed wisely 
and BLM does not allow those features that make the 
land special to Cross Mountain be destroyed, then Craig 
and other local communities around it can expect to reap 
increasing business from that growing segment of the 
Balcrkdo acosomy, 

The vast majority of the two million acres of 
public minerals in this resource area is open to mineral 
leasing. There's no reason that Cross Mountain needs to 
be sacrificed for potential mineral development. The 
mineral emphasis of the RMP is demonstrated simply 
by the amount of space allocated to mineral discussions 
in here. You have 34 pages just on minerals, which is 
more than the combined total for wildlife, recreation, 
cultural values, wilderness and natural history, and 
I think that's also pointed out by the fact that the 
only changes that have been made to this RMP since 
the working group that met last September here were 
those changes made to appease the mineral industry. 

The only other change in here was in favor of the live- 
stock industry, a change in an allotment that had been 


Slated for wildlife emphasis to a livestock emphasis. 
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supplement my comments with written comments later, but 
thanks. 

MR. LITTRELL: Thank you, Mark. Hugh Newton 
representing himself. 

MR. HUGH NEWTON: My name is Hugh Newton. My 
mailing address is Box 1723, Steamboat Springs. I'm 
representing myself. 

First of all, I'd like to support the BLM in 
their designation to wilderness of the Diamond Breaks 
area. I've hiked in that area on a few occasions, and 
it was quite a nice area, and it does have all the 
qualifications there. I'm also rather surprised that 
_ Cross Mountain wasn't included in it. It's one of the 
most unique areas in the whole Craig District. Like 
Mark said, it has, it's one of the only areas in the 
state where you can find all four major big game -- well 
you can find all four species of the big game here in 
Colorado, the antelope, the deer, the elk, the big horn 
sheep. I don't think that the multiple use designation 
would -- you know, it would offer some protection, but 
it would still allow the oil and gas exploration in that 
area, and right now I think that would destroy the 
‘wilderness values that are there currently. It would 
destroy some of the wildlife characteristics. I don't 


think big horn sheep would stick around too iong around 
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Well, in my last minute I wanted to talk about 





the livestock program up here. I spent the day looking 
through the range program files of the Little Snake 
Resource Area, and I was appalled. The program up here 
has been a shambles. There are livestock grazing bills 
that have been delinquent more than a year. There are 
range projects that have been built in the wrong loca- 
tions. There are range projects that were built without 
authorization for environmental review by BLM. There 
are trespass cases that have been going on for decades 
that have not been pursued by BLM. I think the public 
should be told just exactly who in the range department 
was in charge of the program when these abuses were 


occurring. I think the Sierra Club's going to be taking 





a very active interest in the administration of the 
range program up here, and as part of this record, I'd 
like to request that I receive every environmental 
assessment for every range project for every allotment 
in the Little Snake Resource Area from now on. 

It's quite astounding that BLM can come up 
with hundreds of range improvement projects in the back 
of documents here claiming that they have specific 
information showing that those are needed when they 
don't have enough specific information showing that 


reduction should be made in those allotments, and I'll 
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there with the big drilling rigs that go up are in that 
area. 

Currently right now there's rouhgly 1.8 million 
acres in the Craig District available to oil and gas 
leasing. Cross Mountain would only offer another 
14,000 acres or just over that, which is only about one 
percent of the available acreage right now. It doesn't 
seem like that's a whole lot to lose to wilderness. 


The wilderness values aren't replaceable, and right now 





the oil and gas, there seems to be quite a big area open 
to that right now. 

Also, with the physical layout of Cross Moun- 
tain, I don't see why the oil and gas people couldn't 
drill in with their technology they have these days, 
they couldn't drill outside the boundaries and drill in 
at angles if they did indeed feel that there was a large 
reserve underneath the area. 

There was quite a bit of public support for 
the wilderness designation for Cross Mountain, and I 
question why the BLM, who they are representing when 
they throw it out. They themselves rated it very highly 
for a wilderness area. 

On the grazing, just looking through your book 
or through the thing there, currently there's approxi- 


mately 37 percent of the acreage in the Little Snake 
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Resource Management Area is classified as unsatisfactory 
with another 33 percent that hasn't even been looked 
into closely, and only 30 percent of it was rated as 
satisfactory. So the inventoried area, that's more than 
50 percent of it is rated under satisfactory. So I thin 
there needs to be something done or looked into as far 
as restrictions as far as the grazing, and I've seen 
several areas, you know, hiking and hunting in the area 
to where it's been evident. 

Now, as far as the riparian habitat, I feel 
that ther needs to be something done to protect some 
of that from the over-grazing, possibly some fencing 
or something like that. Right now the cottonwood stands 


aren't coming back. A lot of the shrubbery and the 





likes haven't been, you know, it's just not reproducing. 
I've seen areas on private land in North Park which 
have been fenced and the riparian habitat is in quite 
good condition there. Maybe something like that could 
be implemented here. 

I looked into the economics of the oil and 
gas in this area. Currently, or 1980 figures, 1.1 
percent of the people in the district or approximately 


160 people were employed directly with the oil and 





gas area. That's out of 14,660 people. And in 1986 
if 


they're going to be closing between 2- and 4000 produci 
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51, Maybell. I'm a rancher. I live in that area right 
across the mountain, I guess. We've heard comments 
here tonight on the amount of game that are on that 
mountain. If you want to go down there any time of the 
day you can count the, in the wintertime, the game in 
my fields from ten o'clock till noon, the elk and the 
deer. They do not eat on Cross Mountain; they eat on 
my fields. If you want to check, I can sure prove it. 

My folks have been there since the turn of 
the century, and I agree on some of that range in the 
condition that the range is in, but we are taking the 
blame for this, and within my lifetime I've seen as 
Many as 700 head of extra cattle in there that were not 
permitted, and there was no way we could get rid of 
them. There was no legal way of moving them, and when 
we take the blame for what somebody else does, I think 
you're getting out of line. 

Since I have had control of that, I've had the 
land in there that's leased, the lease that belongs to 
Bogles Barms (spelling phonetically), and I will 


challenge anybody to prove that that range has gone 


downhill. As far as Cross Mountain being different, 





having different type of things, as far as geology, 





there's some geological that are available no where 


else in the world, but as far as the difference in the 
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oil wells. So with that type of a trend, it veeet that 
the wilderness designation would be in order for Cross 
Mountain. 

I also support your ACEC for Irish Canyon, 
support the Limestone Ridge RMA, support your wilderness 
designation for Little Juniper Canyon or Little Yampa 
Canyon, and I'd like to thank you for the time. bare lg 
also be sending in a written comment or a written state- 
ment to supplement this. 

MR. GLEN SEKAVEC: Excuse me, Hugh, I have a 
question. There are a lot of miles of ripairan 
habitat in the Little Snake Resource Area, the Little 
Snake and other tributaries. You spoke about the 
habitat. Do you have specific areas in mind, or in 
your written comments, will you provide them to us? 

MR. HUGH NEWTON: I will put them in the 
written comments, if you'd like. 

MR. GLEN SEKAVEC: Put in those specific areas. 

MR. HUGH NEWTON: Yes. One of the areas I'm 
thinking of is along the Little Snake, be north of 
Little Park, in that area there, be the west side of 
Cross Mountain from 318 south actually. 

MR. LITTRELL: Thank you, Hugh. Is there any 
other questions from the panel? Sam Rinker. 

I'm at Box 


MR. SAM RINKER: I'm Sam Rinker. 
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livestock or the habitat, there's a considerable area 
in that part of the world that is that same type, and 
the main purpose as far as I can see in your wilderness 
area is not to protect the wilderness, which I am for, 
if you'll do it strictly to protect the wilderness area, 


but to provide recreation for sombody, and right now you 





have recreation available in Dinosaur National Park and 


nobody is using it because we have complaints from the 


Parks Service that it should be changed into a park 


system, we could get more people using that wilderness 

area. I question whether it's necessary to provide more 
wilderness area for recreation in an area where they are 
not using it now. Thank you. 


MR. LITTRELL: Any questions of the panel for 





Sam? Thank you, Sam. The next individual will be 
Louise Miller representing herself. 

MRS. LOUISE MILLER: My name is Louise Miller, 
address is 41380 Highway 13 North, Craig. I'm repre- 
senting only myself. JI will address only the Cross 
Mountain question. 

I desire three characteristics in any proponent 
in all proponents, of whatever. Number one is honor. 

A generation ago there was a proposal to build Echo Park 


dam in the heart of Dinosaur National Monument. In 


resolution of the matter the opponents of the dam, 
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the conservationists, made a concession: they would 


never oppose the development of the Juniper-Cross 





Mountain areas. The industrialists, government and 
other proponents of the dam also made a concession: 
they did not build the dam. I wish that the present- 


day conservationists would honor the commitment of thei 





8 fathers and leave off their objections to development 
9 of the Cross Mountain area. 
10 


Number two is honesty. I have in my hands 


ook 
= 


two publications: Peak and Prarie, the publication of 


12 
the Sierra Club Rocky Mountain Chapter, and a release 
13 
a from the Colorado Environmental Coalition. Obviously, 
. 5 one or the other committed plagiarism because identical 


wording is found in both. But back to my desire for 











honesty. One of the remarks made is, to quote, "Cross 
Mountain is home to antelope, mule deer and elk, perhap 
the only place in the state where all of these big game 
animals are found together.” Many ranchers in Moffat 
County have all these three species on their property. 
Number three is courtesy. Quoting from Peak 


and Prarie: "For BLM to recommend against wilderness 





for Cross Mountain makes a mockery of any credibility 


the wilderness study program might have had and 





indicates the depths to which the agency's’ ‘Supposed 


profressional impartiality has sunk," end of quote. 











i B 3 | 


MR. LITTRELL: I would like to limit this just 
to comments at this time, Mr. Lyons. We will have 
available after the hearing -- 

MR. LYONS: Well, I'1l make a comment on the 


direct route then. I am opposed to putting this, 








these areas into the wilderness. I think it should be 
maintained in a multiple use fashion. Most of these 


people that operate on this public land, forest and BLM 














do a reasonably good job of taking care of it, and 
mia they've turned so much recreation into these high 
re countries and the forest in the summertime that the 
i, wildlife such as your deer and elk are not going to 
lb 
bis these wilderness areas. They aren't there; they're 
bis on private ground all the time, and I think the present 
7 economy of the United States of America, they're puttin 
' 18 too damned much emphasis on recreation, and I am 
19 oppossed to adding any more wilderness to most of 
pee these areas. There's some of them they might put a 
es little bit more into, but as far as going to all the 
ty trouble and expense, I think the federal government 
ho would be a lot better off if they'd spend a little bit 
bs more of that money trying to fix up water holes and 
26 such on BLM ground. Thank you. 
p27 MR. LITTRELL: Is there any questions of the 
128 panel of Mr. Lyons? Thank you, Mr. Lyons. Ed 











15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 


28 


10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
bee 
25 
26 
27 


28 





7-31 
B>0 | 








The BLM personnel has toured the, or traversed the 

area -- can't read my own writing -- has traversed the 
area by foot and motorized vehicle, has listened to cars 
and trucks traveling on nearby highways and roads, has 
viewed development that can be seen in and around the 
area. The all-purpose advisory committees have viewed 
the area, studied maps, researched past and probable 
future development. Such activity does not make a 
mockery of the credibility of the BLM, but the statement 
I've just quoted does indicate discourtesy and also 
dishonesty. 

The desire for wilderness has to be balanced 
against the desire and even the need for the development 
of natural resources for eating, heating, housing, 
clothing and traveling and recreation of types available 


in non-wilderness areas. I agree with the decision of 


the BLM. 

MR. LITTRELL: Is there any questions from 
Louise from the panel? Thank you, Mrs. Miller. Bob 
Lyons. 


MR. BOB LYONS: My name is Bob Lyons. Most 
of the people in here know me. My address is 729 Green 
Street, Craig, Colorado. I've got kind of some ques- 


tions for this gentleman right here on some comments 





he made if he cares to answer them. 
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Takkington. 

MR. ED TAKKINGTON: My name's Ed Takkington, 
592 Stout Street here in Craig. I'm just here on my 
own. I'd first like to applaud the Diamond Breaks 
designation as a wilderness area and would like to see 
the Cross Mountain Canyon be designated as a wilderness 
area. I don't think the multiple use would go far 


enough to protect that very unique and beautiful canyon, 





and that's about it. 

MR. LITTRELL: Any questions of Mr. Takkington 
Thank you, Ed. Dean Visintainer. 

MR. VISINTAINER: My name's Dean Visintainer. 
My mailing address is P. 0. Box 395, Craig) 81626. 9 2°11 
have a written statement later. I've got a short 
comment to make tonight on the RMP, and I might 
start off with your opening statement that this isa 
comprehensive land use plan. My interpretation of 
what an RMP is that it deals with managing and 
allotting the resources on public lands. I think that 
you cover some of our private land with different 


designations and through conversations you have changed 





some of these, one in particular to FWCA and some to 
water and, or soil and water. This affects our ability 
to make a living on the land. It affects the amount 


of money that we have to spend in the community, and 
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I think that by your designating this, even though at 
the bottom you have a comment that this applies to the 
mineral estate only, some of the map covers private land 
where we own the mineral interests. I think it's a 
step on our use of private lands and a means of control 
some day down the road. 

MR. LITTRELL: Is there any questions of the 
panel of Dean? 

MR. POLFORD: What area are you talking about? 


MR. VISINTAINER: North of Craig, Township 


8 North, 9 North. 
MR. JOHNSON: Dean, you're talking about the 
ones where we show submineral estate? 

MR. VISINTAINER: Yes. 
MR. JOHNSON: And that we also show a concern 
for soil and water? 


MR. VISINTAINER: Yes. You do both. You have 


part of it on soil and water, part of it on FWCA. 
MR. JOHNSON: Okay. 
MR. VISINTAINER: But you didn't delineate 


in any of your maps, even your smaller maps, the fact 


you didn't delineate our private mineral rights. 


B:;: | 





MR. LITTRELL: Thank you, Dean. Charles Sis. 


MR. CHARLES F. SIS: My name is Chuck Sis. 


My address is 2611 County Road No. 30 here in Craig. 
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Thank you. 


MR. LITTRELL: Any questions of Mr. Sis? 


Thank you. John Randolph. 


MR. JOHN RANDOLPH: My name is John Randolph, 


Box 95, Steamboat Springs, Colorado. I am representing 


Northwest Rivers Alliance, an environmental consumer 
citizens group in Steamboat Springs. I'm young and 
healthy and not flabby; however, I believe there are some 
wilderness values that haven't been discussed tonight 
other than recreation. What I'd like to mention is that 


Cross Mountain, Diamond Breaks, Cold Springs, and all 





the Dinosaur contiguous wilderness study areas are being 
recommended for wilderness or not, but they were con- 
sidered for wilderness because of wilderness qualities 
that do not necessarily mean their ability to sustain 
These values include the 


recreation by recreators. 


wildlife, water quality, plants, the geology, etc., 
and whether or not somebody is recreating on these areas, 
these qualities are best protected by wilderness designa4 
tion in many instances. 

I'd like to go on record as happy with the 
Diamond Breaks recommendation. I think it's a good 


recommendation, and I like the boundary. I think the 


Cold Springs recommendation is terrible. Cold Springs 


Mountain is a very unique area. The wildlife on Cold 
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I didn't think I was going to talk, so I don't have a 
prepared statement. I would just like to commend the 
BLM on their designations as they have. I would like to 
go on record, I'm just representing myself, as being 
oppossed to the designation of the Diamond Breaks area 


as a WSA area. I think the BLM is doing a very good job 


keeping its multiple use, and I think that's the way 


that the BLM properties ought to be. I very strongly am 


opposed to the designation of the Cross Mountain area 


as a WSA area. I think, again, as somebody mentioned 


that if we don't have the need for the power and the 


energy today, we will in the future. 
Again, as somebody's already stated, there is 


sufficient recreation opportunities for those that go 


in for that sort of thing. I like to hunt and fish. 


I like to see wild game. I think every rancher here 





would consider himself to be an environmentalist. If 


he wasn't, he wouldn't be protecting himself for the 


future. 

I would like to make mention that it seems that 
everybody who's in favor of this -- and I used to be 
that way myself -- is very young and athletic. I'd like 





to caution you that someday you're not going to be that 


way. You're going to be old and flabby, and you're 


going to have to look at what your actions are today. 


Re 3 
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Springs is probably one of the best wildlife arene Fe 
the state if not in the country. Cold Springs is being 
recommended for oil and gas development and for grazing 
and then just a part of it for wildlife, but any part of 
it could be developed for oil and gas, and I think that 
could severely hamper the wildlife, the water quality in 
Beaver Creek and many of the features that are up there 
now, including the hunting. The area supports a trophy 
elk area, which under current practices might not last. 
I also believe that the Cold Springs Wilderness 


Area should include the east portion all the way to 





Irish Canyon. I know that was dropped earlier and there's! 


nothing BLM can do about it now, but I'd like to go on 
that can still 


record as supporting that and, hopefully, 








happen. Cross Mountain should also be wilderness. A 


large majority of the public supports it, even though I 
know in this room there are many local people who do not 
support it, statewide it's a very papular area. 
Probably no other place in the state of BLM areas 
represents wilderness values as well as Cross Mountain 
all times 


does. I've been up there many, many times, 


of the year, and am continually amazed at what Cross 
Mountain has to offer, not just as a place for me to 


recreate but as a place that supports incredibly diverse 











and healthy wildlife, birds, fish and other wilderness 
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values. 1 
The proposed recreation management area does B-112 
not sufficiently protect these features where oil and 8 
gas development could take place and ruin a lot of : 
these values. The ACEC recommendation for the Cross : 
Mountain Canyon is the best that can be done administra- ; 
tively, but it does not protect the canyon from adminis- 8 
trative changes, and I think a wilderness designation 9 
for the whole area is the only plausible designation 10 
for Cross Mountain. 1 
I applaud the BLM for recommending the Little We 
Yampa Canyon for a recreation designation; however, I by 
believe they should also consider it for wild and e 
scenic river designation. The area's becoming more of 
and more popular with boaters. It supports a very 17 
healthy wildlife population and I think it would help 18 
the tourism economy in Craig. BLM's heavy bias towards 19 
oil and gas development I believe makes a mockery of 20 
the multiple use concept. Oil and gas is very at 
important both nationally and regionally; however, 97 aa 
percent of the oil and gas mineral lands within the 2 
resource area are open to oil and gas development, and 25 
to use that as an excuse for not recommending Cross 26 
Mountain as a wilderness area is ridiculous. Also 27 
it's been used both in Cold Springs and Cross Mountain 28 
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Colorado. I'm representing my outfit, my ranch, Lazy 1 
VD Land and Livestock. I first want to say that I have 2 
the feeling that in the overall plan book that we have 3 
here, the Little Snake Resource Management Plan and : 
Environmental Impact Statement, that it is basically : 
geared to the non-paying users of the federal lands, 
not the paying entities. 3 
I also would like to point out inconsistencies, 9 
and to use one specific example, when they put the 10 
boundary of the Cold Springs WSA, they came south until 1 
they hit an old wagon road, and they said that was the 12 
first infringement of man so that was the boundary. If ie 
we cross south into the Diamond Breaks area, there's ‘ 
another, same road that went to a homestead that was aside 
never proved up on, the same kind of road, and they chose 17 
to ignore that and bring the boundary clear to the 18 
wildlife fence boundary. I only point that out as one 19 
of many inconsistencies. 20 
I was asked -- I'm going to address now the 21 
special management areas, and I was asked by the BLM to e: 
have breakfast with the board of directors of the i 
Colorado National Area Programs. This is two years ago, de 
and we met with them and discussed the various areas 26 
that are addressed here, Irish Canyon, Hink (spelling 27 
28 





phonetically) Springs, Limestone Ridge, Vermillion Creek|, 
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not to recommend for wilderness because they could not 


develop water for big game, particularly big horn sheep 
herds, which I think is a ridiculous argument for not 
designating wilderness. 

I think the Irish Canyon ACEC is good protectio 
of geologic and archeologic features; however, as I 
said earlier, I think the Cold Springs Wilderness Area 
should extend all the way to Irish Canyon. As was 
mentioned earlier, overgrazing on BLM land is a problem, 
and over 50 percent of the grazing land inventory is 
considered unsatisfactory by the BLM yet no reductions 
in AUM's are proposed. I think there's a problem there. 


The alternatives considered in this RMP 





do not necessarily give you the combinations that could 
be used for the preferred alternative, and I believe 
other combinations of resource priorties could be 
developed, and I also would like to go on record as 
supporting the fact that riparian areas should be 
federally protected Erori overgrazing by either fencing 


or whatever. Thank you. I will supplement this with 





a written report. 
MR. LITTRELL: Thank you, John. Are there any 
BU aveone from the panel for John? Wright Dickinson. 
MR. WRIGHT DICKINSON: My name is Wright 


Dickinson. I live at 1483 County Road 10 North, Maybellij, 


et ea 
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Vermillion Bluffs, Lookout Mountain, Gee Gap and etc. 

The people that were there told me that they thought 

the plants that you have on your endangered list were in 
good shape and that in this particular case our cattle 
graze in these areas, and as I have been told by the BLM, 
they plan not to fence these, and I applaud them in that 
because I think we have been taking good care of these 
areas. 

Something that bothers me, at the end of every 
Paragraph of these they say remaining stands are 
threatened by livestock grazing. I'm quoting now Lime- 
stone Ridge, and in here one place they say Limestone 
Ridge is a critical winter range for elk and has been 
identified as an elk concentration area, yet there is 
no, in the, at the end of any paragraphs of any of these 
special management areas have you said anything about 
any damage by wildlife. Always we come back to the 
remaining stands are threatened by livestock grazing. 
That's an untruth. 

Once again, the people that were brought here, 
this Board of Directors of the Natural Areas Program, 
felt that they were in good shape, and the reason that 
they are in good shape, we as users of the federal range 


take pride in taking care of this land, and it's our 





livelihood, and if you think we're going to abuse it, we 
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just don't do that, and if anybody doubts that, they're 
welcome to tour any of these areas, and there's proof on 
the ground that they haven't been abused. 

MR. LITTRELL: You're down to a minute, Mr. 
Dickinson. 

MR. DICKINSON: Okay. With that I'll close. 

MR. LITTRELL: Is there any questions from the 
panel of Mr. Dickinson? Thank you. Dan Randolph. 

MR. DAN RANDOLPH: My name is Dan Randolph, 
Box 1057, Steamboat Springs. I also would like to say 
about Cold Springs, the elk herd there is a trophy elk 
herd, and I think the wilderness designation should be 
given to it. I think the Irish Canyon ACEC is good as 
well as the Limestone Ridge RMA. I wish it was more, 
but those are good. 

On Cross Mountain I'm an adamant supporter for 
wilderness designation. I think it's an incredibly 
unigue area for all the reasons that have been said by 
everyone else up here. There have been three dry wells 
in the area recently, and there's been no proven 
resources there, and since that's the main reason for 


setting it aside as not WSA seems weak, and leaving it 
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as a recreational management area leaves it open to 
future pressures by developers. 


I also want to stress that the reasons for 











had a request or two. Maybe we could all kind of stand 
up and stretch and take about a five-minute recess, get 
a drink of water and come back and go again. 
(A short break in the proceedings was 

taken, after which the following transpired:) 

MR. LITTRELL: I'll now call Gerald Culverwell 
up to testify. 

MR. GERALD CULVERWELL: I'm Gerald Culverwell, 
Box 505, Craig 81626. I represent myself. I'm con- 
Paerned about the recreation designation of the Little 
Yampa Canyon. It seems that this places a land use 
designation on the deeded land that surrounds or borders| 


As a landowner in the area, this concerns me because of 


possible condemnation. This plan states for the possible 


acquisition of land or right-of-way by trades and 





doesn't give much room for settlement, in my opinion. 
There's also the need of, for maintenance 
reservations should this become a designation because 
of the Duck Mountain Tunnel and other private land in 
the middle of this designation. This designation would 
also restrict the use of livestock, thus reducing the 


monetary income for the BLM. The Flat River water is 





the main consideration here. There's a lot of the same 
type of recreation around the area. 


As for the riparian boundaries, it's not 
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wilderness and the protection are not for recreation 
necessarily. Its wilderness designation is to protect 
wilderness for non-human life as well, and the parts of | 
Dinosaur National Monument that are used are the canyons 
and the campsites. You can hike half a mile further 
than that and it's not used, but in that half mile you 
see evidence of overuse even though it's well controlled 
So recreation to any large extent is dangerous in some 
of this area, which means that it needs to be more 
protected, more reason for it to be wilderness. And 

the same as energy use for future generations, so is 
wilderness, so is protecting the different forms of 

life other than human life, and just like our future 


generations, we'll need energy, they also will need 





other wildlife around them. 

I also want to say the Vale of Tears, which is 
one of the areas that is being dropped, and if it is 
not considered now will not be considered in any other 
form. I think it's a very unique area and very 
beautiful, and it's incredibly fragile. I think if it 
is not protected, it can be destroyed quite easily, and 
since it is bordering on the monument, it adds much 
protection for the monument as well. 


MR. LITTRELL: Is there any questions of Mr. 


Randolph from the panel? Thank you, Mr. Randolph. We'v 
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possible to fence the area because of the wildlife in 








the area. There would be more damange done by the elk 
and deer than ever by wildlife, or by livestock. 

I'm opposed to the canyon recreation because 
of the possible, possibility of the Juniper Dam somewher 
in the future. If this should come about, all of this 
just adds cost to the taxpayers and consumers alike. 
It seems to me that this whole study is slanted toward 
the use of the freebies rather than the paying public, 
which is the livestock, oil and gas people, the mine 
operators, forestry operators. I think everybody that 
uses public land should have to pay for it. I don't 


care if it's the Division of Wildlife, the hunters, 





hikers, recreationists, wilderness users, whoever, 
everybody should have to pay for it. Thank you. 


MR. SEKAVECK: I have one question. Jerry, 








you said on the private land in the middle of your 


statement, you said something about that the private 








lands around the Little Yampa Canyon were covered with 





a designation? 
MR. CULVERWELL: I have some land in the 


middle of that, three different tracks up and down the 





river and that bordered on the north. | 
MR. LITTRELL: Any other questions of the panel? 


| 
i 
Thank you, Mr. Culverwell. Rich Atkinson. : 
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MR. RICHARD ATKINSON: My name is Richard 


Atkinson. I represent Colo-Wyo Coal Company whose 
address is 5731 State Highway 13, Meeker, Colorado. 
Colo-Wyo Coal Company employs approximately 400 people 
at a mine that is between Craig and Meeker. We mine 
in excess of 3 million tons a year of federal coal 
from the Colo-Wyo mine. Colo-Wyo is committed to pro- 
tecting the environment while economically mining coal, 
which has been evidenced by numerous environmental 
awards. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on 
this RMP, and I will reiterate some of the comments 
that we made informally earlier this year. We do 
appreciate some of the changes that were made in 
response to those informal comments and for the effort 
that the Bureau of Land Management has made in obtainin 
public comments on this document. We will provide 
specific comments prior to May the 9th to follow up on 
my general comments. 

One of our major concerns is the same as we 


have just heard. This document has a definite negative 





approach and outlook towards those who derive their 
livelihood from the public lands, industries which 
provide thousands of jobs in northwestern Colorado and 


generate millions of dollars of rentals and royalties 
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In addition, the RMP states that there's 
over 600,000 acres of lands available for coal develop- 
ment, and while this seems like a lot of acreage, there's 
a lot of that that doesn't have any coal under it, and 
further, these areas that are designated for coal develop 
ment would be very much hampered by the adjacent areas 
that are being designated for wildlife habitat, soil and 
water protection or recreation. The RMP should 
address the necessity to allow transportation corridors 
for coal areas through other RMP Management areas 

in order to transport coal to market, provide transmis- 
sion lines, water supply access, access for employees, 
and supplies and services. 

We object to the use of the visual resource 
Management classifications that assume that any activity 
by man will produce a negative visual impact regardless 
of, irregardless of its location. While this may repre- 
sent a purist attitude, we believe that it does not 
reflect the views of the general public and particularly 
the residents of northwestern Colorado. Further, in 
areas where no mineable reserves exist, we do not desire 
that coal be designated as the primary land use. Like- 
wise, we encourage the BLM to continue to take the same 


approach towards wilderness designation. TL Le 


doesn't meet the wilderness criteria, we don't believe 
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to the general public, half of which comes back to the 
State of Colorado and a portion of which comes to the 
local counties. We feel that those who derive their 
livelihood from the public land and who generate these 
revenues should receive a more fair treatment. Any 
negative impacts from coal development have been magni- 
fied in this document while beneficial impacts and 
economic impacts and impacts of nee EL production are 


essentially ignored. Contrary to other comments received 





tonight, this document hinders more than it enhances 
any future coal development. 

We object to the designation of the Upper 
Little Yampa Canyon unit as a special recreation manage- 
ment area. We do not believe that the section of the 
river from the confluence of the Williams Fork River to 
the confluence of the Milk Creek would qualify as 
eligible for protection as a management, for protection 
Management as a special recreation area. Since the 
Bureau of Land Managment only controls a narrow strip 
of land in this area, there's already power lines and 
numerous roads, a major railroad, numerous agricultural 
improvements, which would make it far from the semi- 
primitive designation that it has received. If this 


change is not made, we will be compelled to protest 


this document in this area. 





B:: 





it should be designated as such. 

I would like to add that I've personally spent 
a lot of time on Cross Mountain and that I agree, I 
think it's an interesting area, but it's far from 
reaching the wilderness criteria. Thank you. 
MR. LITTRELL: Are there any questions of the 
panel for Mr. Atkinson? 

MR. SEKAVEC: You said that management pro- 
tection areas should not be designated for coal where no 
coal exists. Do you folks and other coal industry in 
the area have information to supplement our information 
to help us delineate those areas where coal exists? 

MR. ATKINSON: Well, some of it just could be 
obtained from the general geology maps that have been 
prepared, and I'm sure that you have them. The areas 
that you block out, these large areas of coal parti- 
cularly north of Craig that there's no coal that would 
be mined there in the foreseeable future. I think 
that the incornateen that we would have would be the 
same information that the Bureau of Land Managment 


already has. 


Thank you. 


MR. SEKAVEC: Okay. 





MR. LITTRELL: Any other questions of the 


panel? Dale Kruse. 


MR. DALE KRUSE: My name is Dale Kruse. I 
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live and work in Craig. I represent a group of people 

in Craig called Friends of the Yampa, and we're a group 


that is trying to see that the environment around the 


Yampa Basin is protected a little bit. 





We agree with the Diamond Breaks wilderness 
designation bordering on the park, or as they want to 


make it a park. It's probably an excellent idea. Cross 
Mountain is a very small area to remove from mineral, 
oil and gas development and probably is less than one 
parcent of the resource in the RMP while it's 


potential for recreation, wilderness, naturalness and 


solitude is excellent. Our children would enjoy visiting 
such an area left as it is, and also in support of the 
Little Yampa Canyon, we believe that that designation 
is an outstanding natural area, as written up would be 
at least some protection for the canyons down through 
that area. We'd like to see the visual corridor down 


through the river left natural and, again, as we work in 


the area as the last person stated, we also live in the 


area, and it's important for the people in this area to 





have an outstanding area such as this for recreation and 
solitude and not just another place to go to work, 
preserved and left natural for our children even when 


we're old and flabby. 





MR. LITTRELL: Kruse from 


Any questions of Mr. 
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going to make an impact and change things with the 
livestock to recreation or wildlife, when you're con- 
sidering that in a monetary sense, you should include the 
impact that we contribute on a nationwide basis because 
in return to that, you're only reflecting the potential 
benefit of recreation coming this way. 

Addressing wildlife, I Panchere: as a matter of 
fact, Colo-Wyo Coal. I think we have been wildlife 


conservationists. We've protected them. In our area 


when I grew up and I was 14 years old, drew my first 
license, I worked for a week and never saw an elk. 

In our area right now you can go over there and you can 
have your eyes closed and just drive down the road and 
see a hundred. Game and Fish has numbers changing from 


zero to 1600 in the last five years. That impact, if we 





were not conservationists, if we were not environmentalists, 


as far as the livestock users, it was designated livestock. 
It has been for the last 20 years, and we've had an 
enhancement of livestock, an enhancement to wildlife 
because of livestock. We care about what we use. That's 
our future. We abuse it, we not only lose the permit, 

because they're obligated to BLM range cons and who are 


obligated to maintain it, we also lose our livelihood. 





If you want an incentive, think about your livelihood, 


and nobody wants to threaten that. 
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the panel? Thank you. Tom Kourlis. 


MR. TOM KOURLIS: I'm Tom Kourlis, 303 Sand 


Rock Drive, Craig, Colorado, representing the Kourlis 


Ranch. There's been a lot of things that have been 
addressed here, and I think before you can make decisions 
or the BLM can make decisions, I think they have to have 


accurate data. For example, the data that's incorporated 


as far as economic projections, the result of increased 
recreation, the charts and everything include, for 


example, the ski resort at Steamboat Springs. That does 


have an impact in Steamboat Springs. I don't know if 
you can make the assumption if you enhance recreation 
that that same amount of magnitude of money will project 
out into the western part of this resource area. 

There are certain contributions that are made 
in this economy by the paying people that do utilize 
public lands or public minerals. 


They pay here. They 


contribute to this economy. They contribute outside this 


economy. I'm a rancher. I contribute here. Practically 


everything I generate, if I make enough, I spend here, 
and if I don't, I borrow it and spend it anyway. The 
thing that happens after my lambs leave this area, it 
also shows a certain degree of benefit to the people that 
this area. 


work outside We food and we clothe people, 


we give them jobs outside of this. I think if you're 


B=2 


As far as the wildlife numbers themselves, the 








Game and Fish contributed numbers on a 20-year historical 
basis for deer and 5-year historical base for elk and 
antelope. To do that, I think to consider what has 
happened in the past, what the caring capacities are, 
what the effects would be, I think you have to have a 
standardization of numbers, make them accurate and not 
make them precluded to what the benefits may be. 
It's been stated earlier that there's been 
We have 


impact on deeded land. I have a neighbor there. 


a lot of BLM land that we utilize. We have some deeded 
acres that we utilize. The more BLM that's used by 
wildlife, we get impacted directly. It affects us. We 
decrease our vegetation that's available to us, and that 
impact has to be considered when you make adjustments 

to wildlife. 


When you encourage wildlife, they are not 


controlled. Nobody manages them in a specific area. 

There is no plan that has been devised and that I know 
of has been put into effect that can correct and adjust t 
that. So when you're giving the impacts considering the 
effects that would have in making a change of designation 
you had to consider that ripple effect that I would 

receive or any other person that would have something 


would receive. 


I think to have a comprehensive plan you need 
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accurate data. I think you need personnel that are 1 '28, was never an antelope there. They are now. When 
familiar with the area. There are a lot of people that 2 it comes to the elk, five years ago there weren't any 
worked on this thing that are very well educated ina 3 elk in the Axel Basin. Now there are. So when they're 
specific area and are very good at it, but we also need projecting, giving you those numbers, they're saying 
those people to get some benefit or can do a more effec- s there is a demand, there is a need because of a certain 
tive job making decisions if they are familiar with the 7 change that's happened, but that does not reflect the 





area. I think -- in closing, I'll just say we need to 8 20 years of the past or the 20 years that will come. 


Plan for the future, not for what happened yesterday or 9 MR. LITTRELL: Any other questions? Thank you, 


not what the needs and demands of the people were 10 Mr. Kourlis. Barry Smith. 





yesterday. We have to plan for tomorrow, what these MR. BARRY SMITH: My name's Barry Smith. I'm 





people need, this country, everybody needs tomorrow. ie from Steamboat Springs, P. O. Box 2437, and I represent 

Thank you. ¢ the kayakers in the Steamboat Springs area, hopefully, 
MR. LITTRELL: Are there any questions of Mr. 5 and myself. I am going to just address Cross Mountain 

Kourlis? 16 here. I disagree with the redesignation of Cross 


MR. POLFORD: Tom, you said the 20-year deer, 17] |Mountain. I think that it should be designated a 





5-year elk, 5-year antelope, and then you made a point 18 wilderness area. Near the beginning of the talk some- 
on that. What were you ... 19 one, of the meeting, someone spoke about taking away 

MR. KOURLIS: The point that I was trying to 2 energy from his children, depriving the children of this 
make in trying to increase or establish the Game and Ep lig \ energy if Cross Mountain was developed. Well, how about 





22 
Ww taking away this wonderful, unique canyon from our 
23 


Fish is giving you those numbers. If you take those 


numbers, that is the maximum, peak years that they are children? Soon there's not going to be anything around 


24 


projecting. For example, in my area, the Axel Basin, like that, and where are they going to go to see some- 
25 


they're saying that it is wildlife, critical wildlife to thing the way it was? 
26 





elk and antelope. There weren't any antelope, didn't 27 Here you can travel through at any given time, 


exist in that country. My father homesteaded there in 28 see bald eagles, golden eagles as well as big horn sheep 


L 
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at one glance. JI don't know of any other place that I 1 |going to happen in the future. When we started this 
could really do that except the Grand Canyon, and that's 2 |plan we had the Little Snake River plan. The area manager 
a whole different thing. Oil and gas can be found any- Pia diheenihere fori severe? years, and just about the time 
where. Cross Mountain is unique and a natural wonder. 3 we got started, there was a shift in personnel. We had 
In the future, if Cross Mountain is developed, it's gone ; a district manager that had been here for quite a while. 

6 
forever. > We've had two district managers. We've had three area 





The kayaking in this area is the finest in the g |Managers and a shift in the personnel all the way along 

















country. In late summer on any given day you can see 9 |while this plan was being devised. There's a lot of data 
many groups of kayakers traversing and exploring the 10 in here that's just not right. It's because of the fact 
canyon, and they're amazed. Ever since the talk of "1 that people did not know, that contributed to this thing 
Juniper on Cross Mountain I've tried to bring more and 12 did not) know the areas’ It's as simple as that. 
more friends down to see what a unique place this is, We Halneedieortooki corthes futurodand thavebneaosd 
and they're just -~ there's no other place in the country i plan, but we don't have to have the wrong data in this 
like it. There's no roads. There's no railroads. je |thing, and this is what's happened here. There's data 
Almost any other trip around would have a road or a rail- ty in here that's not right. It's going to have an impact 
road track. We need more places like Cross Mountain, 18 jon this area, which is primarily an energy and eqs tculcust 
I think, for our own peace of mind in the future. 19 area, and when you take that you're going to make it hard 
MR. LITTRELL: Is there any questions of Mr. 20 |for the people in this area to derive a living from this 
Smith? Thank you. John Peroulus. st land, which is BLM land, which we contribute a lot of 
MR. JOHN PEROULUS: My name's John Peroulus, is dollars to this area, the community. It's going to hurt. 
1006 Ranney Street, Craig, Colorado. I represent John x It's going to hurt bad because it's just simply -- 
Peroulus and Sons Ranching. We have a book here that Me there's no other way. The resources, the things that 
we've spent thousands and thousands -- I don't have any 26 come off of this land is what makes this country. It's 
27 idea how much we've spent for this book. It's a manage- 27 dS kawiecurcer-- thevonky (thing ithe! land here tasther only 
[ment plan. it's going to havea lot of effect. on what's 28 |thing that actually produces any new wealth, and if we're 
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going to restrict it so we can't by having livestock 
grazing and farming and coal industry and gas and oil 


put down to where they can't make a dollar, why it's just 


going to have a devastating effect on the community. 
Thank you. 


MR. LITTRELL: Any questions of Mr. Peroulus 


from the panel? Thank you, Mr. Peroulus. Bill Agnew. 


MR. BILL AGNEW: I'm Bill Agnew, 788 Riford Road} 


Craig, Colorado. I'm representing myself. First off I'd 
like to address the question concerning the appalling 
Shape of the range resource of the BLM. The gentleman 
reflected that, and as a former range conservationist 
for the Soil Conservation Service here in Moffat County, 


I have had an opportunity to look at a lot of the range 





resource here in Moffat County, and much of that range 


resource was indeed on BLM land. First off, if you look 


at the information that the BLM provides, those data, 

many of those data were collected in the years 1978 and 
‘79, and anybody that was familiar with the conditions of 
the situation as far as precipitation, five years in 
advance of that and up through that period, we were ina 


very dry cycle, a drought cycle, and those inventories 





indeed were conducted towards the latter part of that 


drought cycle. So much of the condition of those range 


is more a reflection of weather than they are of live- 
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However, there are built-in inflexibilities that will 


only arise 10 or 15 years down the road. Thank you. 


MR. LITTRELL: Is there any questions of Mr. 


Agnew? Thank you. Mick Harilla. 


MR. MICK HARILLA: I'm name's Mick Harilla. 


My address is 280 Knoll Avenue in Craig. I'm a coal 
miner here in Craig, and I'm concerned -- one of my con- 
cerns is with the management of the coal leases. They're 
being made available now with, they're going to reflect 

the economic situation today. We're going to give away 
our coal at today's, for the price -- the price will be 


influenced by today's soft coal market. So, in other 


words, we're going to sell tomorrow's coal at today's 
lower price. That's my one concern. 

My other concern is with the BLM's policy. I 
am pleased with much of the policy and planning that has 
come out of this, but I am concerned with the decisions 
of dropping certain wilderness considerations, and one 
of them happens to be the Cross Mountain area. I would 
like to submit a written comment on the Cross Mountain 
issue at a later date. That's all. 


MR. LITTRELL: Any questions of Mr. Harilla from 


the panel? Thank you. Wayne Sowards. 


MR. WAYNE SOWARDS: My name is Wayne Sowards. 


I work for Trapper Mining, Inc. Trapper Mine's address 
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stock utilization, I assume. 


In 1983 I did have an opportunity, working on 
a Moneeevacler plan for a local rancher, I inventoried 
some of those same BLM lands that were in fair and poor 
those same areas were in fair 


condition, and my analysis, 


and excellent condition, and about twice to three times 
as much production on those same areas as their inven- 
tories had provided four years earlier. So the range 
resource I believe is in good, high, fair to good condi- 


tion, and the reflection that, the data that much the BLM 
uses is a reflection of inappropriate data, maybe timing 
of when they collected this data. 

My primary question was the BLM's ability to 
maintain that multi-use concept with the RMP with 
the built-in inflexibilities of the plan. They say in 
there that the plan is very flexible, and I believe that 
with the present staff that the BLM has when a major 
conflict does arise, I believe that at the present time 
the conflict will probably be settled in a manner that is 


I think that the real 





appealing to all involved; however, 


threat of the © RMP isn't three years down the road, 


it's ten years down the road when the staff of the BLM 


is changed again, and many people interpret the BLM's 


meaning per se for what the RMP and as I say, 


they verbally talk of flexibility within the plan. 


says, 
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is Post Office Box 187, Craig, Colorado. We're located 


just south of the City of Craig. We operate a surface 


operation, conventional strip mine. We produce about 


2.3 million tons of coal each year, and we employed about 
225 people. We hold five separate federal coal leases 
and pay several millions of dollars each year in royaltie 
severance taxes, so forth. 

I'd like to follow up on a comment Mr. Pearson 
had pointed out earlier that he believes the BLM has 
overemphasized the minerals to the extreme amount in this 
document. 


He was weighing pages. He counted 34, I 


think. I was weighing acres, and what I came up with is 





that over 80 percent of this management area is now 
precluded from coal leasing for surface mining activities}. 
We've heard a lot of extolling of the wonderful wildlife 
and river resources we have here. I think I enjoy them 
as much as anybody. I happen to be a certified boatman. 


I enjoy white water rafting. However, this is also a 


unique area for oil and gas and minerals and needs to be 
given due consideration that that deserves as well. 
I have several difficulties with the document 
as it's been developed. One of my major concerns with it 
is the management preferred area concept. The management 
preferred area concept assumes that we have incredibly 


accurate data. We draw very finite lines on a map, and 
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they indicate what a preferred management, what the 
preferred management should be within those particular 
blocks of property. It assumes that we know with a great 
deal of detail just exactly what's there on the ground. 
It also assumes that there's little or no variability 
within what are oftentimes huge blocks, oftentimes whole 
sections, more than one section together in one mapping 
unit, and what's curious is that oftentimes these 

mapping units follow township lines and section lines. 
The problem I have with it is that it sets its standard, 
Particular Lae Management for each particular area 
without knowing what specific projects might be proposed 
for that area. 


We're precluding coal mining in areas 


without knowing what kind of coal mining is being proposeld 





for it and without knowing precisely on what ridge top 
or what valley that coal mine might be proposed to be 
located in. 

The plan talks about some flexibility in the 
actual location of the lines on the ground and it talks 
about giving the nod towards the preferred management 


in cases where there's a conflict, but it doesn't talk 





about what amounts to a conflict, and I figure that in 
the future that the mere existence of another kind of 
land use will be considered a conflict. If a conflict 


is only a situation where there's significant compromise 
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area, 1.3 million surface area, acres, and I just don't 
see such a big problem with such a tiny parcel of land 
being excluded from exploration. 

I'm very much in favor of northwest Colorado 
being developed for oil and gas and minerals and live- 
stock, but at the same time I think that there are 
unique recreational opportunities that exist here that 
can also be protected and should be. Cross Mountain is 
Probably one of those areas. Juniper Canyon is also 
one of those areas in my opinion, and as far as daming 
these two canyons, 


I really wonder what the value of 


these dams would be. Is it to give the water to San 





Diego? They really need it. There aren't that many 
people there, and Mexico is just buldging at the seams 
with people, and they need to come across the border so 
they can enjoy our great lifestyle. Maybe we can give 


it to Denver. It's not very crowded yet. Or any of 
the eastern slope could really use the water that we 
could store here in Yampa because, I don't know, it's 
just, there isn't enough people to really make a, just 
to trade services, you know, to create jobs, and I 
think maybe someday Craig can, if we really throw away 
all of the restraints on development, maybe someday 
Craig can be as big as Denver or Philadelphia. I think 


we ought to bring them all out here. If we really work 
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in the preferred use, then that is one case, but if the 








designation of certain management units precludes, auto- 
matically precludes other kinds of land uses within that 
mapping unit, then I don't think the system is workable. 

Lastly, 


I want to point out what I think is a 


concern with the designation of administrative quasi- 





wilderness areas. We have ACEC's, we've got RMA's, we 
have ONA's, we have wildlife areas, we have soil and 
water designated areas, wilderness areas and recreation 
areas. They all combine to form restrictions on mineral 
development in those areas. 


Thank you. I will follow up with written 





comments. 
MR. LITTRELL: Is there any questions of Mr. 


Sowards from the panel? Thank you. Mike Frazier. 


MR. MIKE FRAZIER: I'm Mike Frazier, 917 Led- 
ford Court,. Craig, Colorado, representing myself. 
Forgive me if I ramble a little bit. I'm pretty tired. 
8:30's my bedtime. I'd like to say that I think the 
wilderness values of Cross Mountain are really unique 
and extremely valuable. It seems like a very small 
parcel of land to get upset about by excluding it from 
and) I don’t, think’ 71.6 


oil and gas, mineral, livestock, 


does exclude livestock necessarily. I would like to see 





it protected from mining exploration. It's a very small 








Be 


at it, you know, if we get in enough conflicts with each 


other, fighting over little, bitty issues that don't 
amount to a hill of beans, maybe someday we can all make 
this place like Bombay, India. 


Now, I'm for working together. You know, I like 


ranchers, I like their lifestyle. I appreciate what the 
energy can do for me, but I also appreciate solitude, 
being able to have a little elbow room and being able to 
see a deer and elk and not having to complain about it 
eating a little of my hay while I use public land at 
subsidizedrates, and I don't mind subsidized rates. I 
think it's darned hard to make a living in agriculture 
in this country. I think they should be low, the rates 
that are charged to people who use the public land. 

Mostly I guess I just want to say that, you know 
I don't want to create any conflicts by what I say and 
believe, but I think we all need to work together, and 
we've got to save a little bit for everybody. 

MR. LITTRELL: 


Does the panel have any ques- 


tions of Mr. Frazier? Thank you. Tom Beachman. 


MR. TOM BEACHMAN: My name's Tom Beachman. 


I live here in Craig. I came here as just a citizen of 





the county. I represent myself. I've been listening 


and learning here tonight, and really have a lot of 


questions in my own mind as to why there's so much 
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resistence to the choices that have been selected for 
wilderness designation, and I even have some question as 
to why some of them were eliminated. I think we have to 
look at -- personally I think we have to look at this 

in proportion to what we have, what our resources are 

in this United States. We look at the State of Colorado. 
I feel like we've got to give the state, there's a lot 
of beauty here that has long-lasting value that's beyond 
being just renewable. It is a permanent -- it should be 
retained as a permanent jewel in this wonderful country 
that we have, and then when I look at Colorado in rela- 
tion to the rest, well, Moffat County in relation to 
Colorado, I see even a more rare entity besides it's a 
There's something quite beautiful 


limited population. 


about these areas that we've been talked about, and I 





can't understand why there's so much resistence to setting 
aside something as small as Cross Mountain. 

I would invite any of you to go out there, and 
I cannot believe if anyone went to that canyon rim, stood 
on that canyon rim and looked over that thousand-foot 
drop would not think for a second what that would look 
like if they had dredging or the surface mining going on 
or the likes of a Hiawatha oil rig set up throughout 


that area, if all you could see were oil rigs or the 





strip mining going on. Why do we have to do it to Cross 











Be 


ecology and topography supposedly elsewhere. The first 
point, well, I'd have to say that there are no proven 
oil and gas resources, just dry holes, and as far as 
the second point goes, limestone mining claims could be 
easily excluded from the designated area as they are 


small, 200 acres. They're on the boundary. 





Now, if I return to the second rationale that 
there's adequate representation of the vegetation, 
ecology, topography elsewhere, BLM's own summary states 
that the canyon has sheer vertical walls and geologic 
interest. These thousand-foot walls ah unique geology 
cannot be found in other designated BLM wilderness areas. 
The eco system which includes the wildlife previously 
mentioned and the river bottom too is not well repre- 
sented elsewhere in such close proximity. I mean you 
can find elk here, sheep there, fish here, but when you 
put them all in one little place, it doesn't happen 
very often. Now, this place is not designated as 
wilderness. Administrative protection would be subject 
to radical and quick changes in personnel and policy. 
On the other hand, legislative protection would require 
that there be careful thought before changes were made 
That's all I'm asking 


in the management of this area. 


for is careful thought. 





And for those people out there who haven't, 
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Any questions of Mr. Beachman 


Mountain too? That's my only question. 
MR. LITTRELL: 
from the panel? 


Thank you. Conrad Zwanzig. 


MR. CONRAD ZWANZIG: I'm Conrad Zwanzig, and 

my address is Box 2044, Steamboat Springs, and I live in 
south Routt County. Basically I'm up here to disagree 
with the BLM in their position on Cross Mountain, and my 
familiarity with Cross Mountain is based on several years 
of activity in that area, and last year I kayaked Cross 
Mountain 12 times, and while I was in there I was 
accompanied by approximately 60 other individuals 
counting all of my visits in 1985. This year I've been 
there twice already. The first time the river was froze 
over so I hiked around for a day instead of kayaking, 
and then last Friday, March 7th, I kayaked and hiked 

the entire canyon on the same day. While I was in there 
I saw six eagles, five big horn sheep who were grazing 
almost at river level, and a herd of antelope and several 
mule deer. I don't fish so I couldn't say anything 


about what's in the water. 


Now, the BLM rationale for not including Cross 





Mountain in the wilderness preservation system is based 
on two main points according to their summary. The 
first point is the desire for multiple resource management 


and the second is the representation of the vegetation, 
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well, quite read through the whole statement, designa- 
tion does not preclude water development or dam sites. 
That's a separate issue. That has nothing to do with 
designations of wilderness. It is not included. 

In conclusion, I'd like to ask the BLM to re- 
assess its own comments which point up the benefits of 
wilderness designation, and to give less weight to un- 
proven values such as oil and gas. I endorse the 
conflict resolution alternative which they have drawn 
up which addresses the proven limestone resource, and I 
urge the BLM ue abandon its nonsuitable-for-wilderness 
Thank you. 


position. 


MR. LITTRELL: Is there any questions from the 





Panel for Conrad? Thank you. John Raftopoulos. 


MR. RAFTOPOUOS: I'm John Raftopoulos. I'm 
representing Raftopoulos' Ranches. There's three 
issues I'd like to address. The first one was 

addressed by Dean Visintainer also, but the areas north 
of Craig, which is an area of BLM that includes lots of 
private land, has designated as more or less a wildlife 
wintering area. Just to be precluded from mineral 
development, I don't think that the BLM should be 
setting policy on private land. Since that are includes 


quite a bit of deeded land, I don't think that it's fair 


that BLM designate policy on the deeded land, which they 
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inadvertantly are doing by setting that designation. 

Secondly, I think they're overly stressing the 
recreational economic effects of BLM lands in the area 
when skiing takes about half of the 130 or -40 million 
dollars that they, the 130 or -40 thousand that they 
say the economic benefits are, the recreational benefits 
when it includes the Steamboat Springs area. I don't 
think the effects are, when you deduct that ski area 
income, that the effects are that large. I think it's 
overemphasized, and also I'd like to reiterate Bill 
Agnew's point about 50 percent of the range being in 
poor or unsuitable condition. I think that needs to 
be reevaluated since we did have those dry years. 

MR. LITTRELL: Is there any questions of John? 
Thanks a million. John Worthington. 
MR. JOHN WORTHINGTON: John Worthington, Box 
116, Maybell, and I'm representing myself and our 
business, which is a livestock operation which is west 
of Maybell. I would like to address two issues here 
tonight. One is the designation of Cross Mountain as 
a wilderness area and also the R 

First of all, Cross Mountain is a unique area, 


and we wish very much to have it remain so, and under 


the multiple use concept or plan, it has remained an 





area in which everybody can go and visit the wildlife. 
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not go under the same plan that we've been operating 
under, and let's make some improvements with it and not 
preclude the idea that livestock in every instance is 
the main culprit in destroying the habitat of the BLM 
lands. We also have to realize that the wildlife has 
increased at least 50 percent in our area in the past 
few years, and they have led to ean problems in over- 
grazing. We certainly need wildlife, but we certainly 
need a balance or multi-use concept in government lands, 
and we must remember the people that pay the bill on 
those lands. Thank yor. 
MR. LITTRELL: Any questions of Mr. Worthing- 
ton on the panel? Thank you, Mr. Worthington. Gary 
Tubman. 

MR. GARY TUBMAN: My name is Gary Tubman. I 
reside in Craig, 945 Alta Vista Drive, and I represent 
myself. I'm a local dentist here, and I have to say I 
interface with a good number of people every week, and 
I talk to these people. We don't just talk about work. 
That gets old. And I'd like to address the fact that 


a lot of these people are in northwest Colorado not just 





because of their work, to be coal miners, ranchers, etc. 
but they're here to enjoy the environment. 
I'd just like to make some general comments 


about the global ecology and how northwest Colorado is 
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They can leave their ideas and a future ideas for the 
children and, you know, when you have a unique area like 
this, why designate it as a wilderness area which may 
transpose it into something entirely different than 
what Cross Mountain is at the present time? Now, we 
talk about overgrazing of livestock or the other 
problems that might defer the use of Cross Mountain, 
but, gentlemen, it's remained a unique area under the 
multi-use concept, and I feel it should remain as the 
multi-use concept. Now, if we have deeded land along 
one side of it, and I think the deeded land has to 
stand the majority of the wildlife that is brought into 
the area by the wilderness area. 

I'd like to also address the resource manage~ 
ment plan. This is a book of many specifics. Many 
of them are not proven for our area. The preferred 
alternative is an alternative that has been pushed or 
preferred with not knowing what concept or what effect 
it will have on the BLM management in the future. 

And under the multi-use concept, we've been going along, 
and we've been able to survive. We've built up an 
area in northwestern Colorado that is used by many 


aifferent interests, both recreationists, livestock 


interests, energy development and so on, and it is 





being protected. It's not going to be destroyed. Why 
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part of that global ecology. I don't know if people 
here are familiar with a series called Nova aired by the 
PBS system, Public Broadcasting System. They talked 
about what we're doing to the earth, what's happening 
to the lions in Africa, the rain forests, etc. I agree 
we have to reach a balance. I agree with the ranchers. 
I agree with oil and gas, but I think a balance needs 
to be reached here. You take Cross Mountain and not 
utilize that for recreation or rape entire area, what 
is left? I feel that we have to look at the balance 
of nature. 

Let me give one specific example. The Craig 
Economic Development Committee is trying to attract 
businesses to this area, and part of the platform is 
recreation. I'm just saying that recreation needs to 
be a part of northwest Colorado. Specifically, I would 
like to see Cross Mountain area preserved as a wilder- 
Any questions? 


ness area. That's all I have to say. 


Thank you. 


MR. LITTRELL: Thank you, Mr. Tubman. Are 





there any more statements that anybody would like to 
make this evening? Anybody that felt like they didn't 
have enough time, that they would like to get up and 


continue on for a little bit? 


Okay, in that case then this hearing is now 
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adjourned. I want to thank everybody for taking your 
time and providing BLM with this information. As I 
stated earlier, there will be BLM personnel throughout 
the room to answer questions. I would like to ask now, 
Bill, do you have anything that you would like to say? 


Thanks again for coming out. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
CRAIG, COLORADO DISTRICT 

LITTLE SNAKE RESOURCE AREA 


PUBLIC HEARING 
ON 
LITTLE SNAKE 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 


ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 


AND WILDERNESS TECHNICAL SUPPLEMENT 


PURSUANT TO NOTICE, the above-entitled 
Public Hearing was held at the Bureau of Land 
Management, Vernal District Office, 170 South 500 
East Street, Vernal, Utah, on Thursday evening, 
March 13, 1986, commencing at 7:15 p.m. Mr. Forest 
W. Littrell of the Bureau of Land Management, Area 
Manager for the Grand Junction, Colorado Resource 
Area, presiding. The Hearing Panel was composed of 


Mr. Larry Bauer, Mr. Duane Johnson, Mr. Glenn 


Sekavec and Mr. Greg Goodenow. 


QuiudiZlll 






excellent idea. 


I'm a little disappointed that the Cross 









Mountain has been pulled off of the wilderness and 
is recommended for more of a management instead of a 


wilderness proposal. I think that the loss there of 





the canyon, and the big horn sheep, and not to 





mention the endangerment of the area, is overlooked, 












even though you did recognize it in your draft. And 
I would like to propose to the BLN to look at this 
again because I think that section is a great loss, 


and I think that for the minuscule amount of land we 





are talking about down in the canyon, that there 





would be a great deal of benefit for all of the 








folks that live in the area. 


Thank you. 





FOREST LITTRELL: 






MR. Thank you, 


Will Durant. Did I get that correct? 









MR. WILL DURANT: It's Durant. 












MR. FOREST LITTRELL: Durant. 





MR. WILL DURANT: Yes. 












MR, FOREST LITTRELL: Would you come 





forward and give your testimony, please? 












MR. WILL DURANT: I have submitted a 









written statement to the panel here. I have written 
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a statement to Mr. William J. Pulford, Craig 





District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Craig, 








Colorado. 





Dear Mr. Pulford: 


The one hundred-member Uintah Mountain 










Club would like to go on record supporting the 
concept of wilderness designation for the areas 
adjacent to Dinosaur National Monument which have 
been delineated by the term Wilderness Study Area in 


the Draft Resource Management Plan for the Little 





Snake Resource Area. I think it's important that 











said the word “concept” at this point, and I will 
make that more clear later on. Although we have not 
reached a consensus on the extent and composition of 


the areas which should be included in the National 
















Wilderness Preservation System, we feel that, in 
general, these areas possess the requisite 
characteristics that make them equally suitable to 
join the many wonderful lands which have already 
received the designation of wilderness. 

We must emphasis tnat determination of 
whether an area is suitable for wilderness 
designation should not be based on above or below 
ground mineral characteristics or economic value to 


the ranching, farming or industrial communities. 


N 


WwW 


i0 


1l 


ihe 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


ee) 


20 


21 
22 


24 


25 


19 


il 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


20 


yet 


22 


23 


25 


| economic value judgments. 


23 


Suitability -- suitability -- has nothing to do with 
the economic value of the land to human users. 


Suitability is a quality judgment, and should be 


based upon the inherent natural values of the land. 
Thus, an area should not be disqualified as suitable 
because of economic plans or mineral worth. It is 
important to make this distinction. An area must ee 
declared suitable for wilderness designation if it 
meets the criteria for wilderness according to the 
guidelines set forth in the National Wilderness 
Preservation Act and other legislation pertaining to 
unroaded areas extant in the Federal Lands Policy 
and Management Act of 1976. Only Congress, not the 
Bureau, can determine whether a candidate area 
should be designated as wilderness, and this 
decision can, indeed, be made on the basis of 
Only Congress should 
decide whether the economic values of the land 
outweigh the natural values of the land. If this 
distinction is not made by the Bureau of Land 
Management, then a serious flaw exists in the 
evaluative process. Often, legisiative decisions 


are made on the basis of Bureau recommendations 





alone. Uninterested legislators from other areas 





may then participate in an action in an automatic 
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their Resource Management Plan, We feel certain 
that this decision in large measure reflects the 
anachronistic idea that yet another dam may be 
needed on a wild western river. The era of dam 
building has come and gone. In a time of concern 
for the federal deficit and burgeoning government 
expenses, we can no longer expect the federal 
government to fund large public works projects for 
the benefit of the private sector. Typically, these 
projects involve a poor cost/benefit profile, and 
frequently destroy areas of outstanding riparian, 
aesthetic and recreational value. We feel that an 
inden? Yampa River deserves more consideration and 
protection than it has thus far received, 

Further written comments and 
recommendations will be submitted by individuals and 
by the Uintah Mountain Club prior to the May 9th 
deadline, 

To give you an example of the distinction 
I'm talking about, in Louisiana, my Granduncle Otis 
had a 40-acre patch, and my granddaddy came up one 
day and asked him why he hadn't put in soybeans on 
the 40-acre patch. He said, "That's a real fine 
soybean patch you got there, 

He said, "Well, no, 


it’s not. I'm going 
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and less than critical fashion. Legislative action 
may proceed without all the information necessary to 
ensure that the long-term interests of the public 
are adequately represented. 


There is evidence that the evaluation 


process may be flawed when potential economic values 


disqualify areas such as Cross Mountain astride the 


Yampa River. I repeat, the appropriateness of 
wilderness designation is a legislative decision. 
Suitability stands alone. 

We are pleased but not overly encouraged 
that the Diamond Breaks Wilderness Study Area was 
recommended, but one is led to the conclusion that 
this area was declared suitable only because no 
economic value could be attached to the area. This 
is not a reason to recommend that an area be 
designated wilderness. 

We very much applaud the decision to 
Gegignate Irish Canyon as an "Area of Crictical 
Environmental Concern." We feel this should give 
adequate protection to a very special area. 

We support the inclusion of Little Yampa 
Canyon in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and we 
are disturbed that the BLM refused to consider wild 


and scenic status for this section of the siver in 





to drill for oil on that patch.” He said, "No, 
that's not a fine soybean patch, I'm going to drill 
for oil on it." 

After he got through drilling a dry hole 
on the soybean patch, my granddaddy came up to him 
and said, “You are right, that's not a very good 
soybean patch.” 

And that's, essentially, what we are 
talking about, we are making this distinction. 

Suitability, whether or not an area is 
suitable for wilderness is based on the 
characteristics of that particular piece of land. 

If it is suitable for wilderness, it is suitable for 
wilderness. Now, it may very well have economic 
values that preclude it being designated by Congress 
for wilderness, but that's a value judgment that has 
to be made by our elected representatives. That's 
the distinction I'm making here. 

It seems that the Wilderness Study Areas 
were excluded because there were other values which 
the Bureau felt were greater. That is, I think, a 


distinction that needs to be made by our elected 


representatives. 


My name is Will Durant, 3264 West 500 


South, Vernal, Utah, and I'm representing the Uintah 
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Mountain Club. 
MR. FOREST LITTRELL: Thank you, Mr. 
Durant. 
Dave Kennell. 
MR. DAVE KENNELL: It's Kennell. 


MR. FOREST LITTRELL: Kennell. Sorry 


about that, Dave. 
MR. DAVE KENNELL: Two out of four. 
My name is Dave Kennell, my address is 
242 South 100 East, Vernal, Utah. I'm here 


representing myself. 


I would like to say, I agree in part with 


almost every speaker here tonight. 

To start off with, I agree with Neal 
Domgaard, who said, "I do also believe in 
multiple-use management, but to manage for 
multiple-uses.” And as part of that resource I 
include primitive recreation opportunities in the 
wilderness areas. And I think, as an agency 
responsible for managing a multi-use management 
program, the BLM needs to allocate resources that 
provides those opportunities. And I commend the BLM 
for recommending the Diamond Breaks WSA in their 
wilderness proposal, I think that is a very good 


recommendation. 





right. 

644 East 3050 South, Vernal, and I'm 
representing myself. 

I guess I'm here because I have been a 
longtime supporter of Dinosaur National Monument. 
And I always felt like the border was artificial 
when it was laid out, in too many spots it stayed 
too close to the rivers, and I felt the wilderness 
areas would remedy some of that situation; they 
don't go as far as I would like. I realize other 
people have use for the land and I'm willing to give 


them their say, too. 


I'm also concerned about the big horn 


sheep habitat, and for that reason I'm concerned 


about what is going to happen with the Cross 
Mountain area. It's one of the few areas I have 
been able to personally explore a little bit. I 
would like to see that included in as wilderness. 
And I guess the last reason I'm here is I 
too often hear that nobody in Vernal cares about 
wilderness, cares about wild land, at least that's 
what I hear in the news. But I do find lots of 
people that do care and do want to hand something 


down to their children other than just oil rigs and 


oil wells. 
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I would like to state that I believe that 
the BLM should continue to manage not only the three 
areas, the Diamond Breaks, West Cold Spring and 
Cross Mountain wilderness areas as Wilderness Study 
Areas as a wilderness area until Congress decides, 
you know, how this land should be allocated and, in 
addition to that, I think the additional areas, Ant 
Hills, Chew Winter, Peterson Draw, and Tepee Draw, 
should also be, you know, managed as roadless 
primitive areas until Congress decides, you know, 
what these lands should be allocated as, 

I'm thankful for the maps up here, I 
think they are really good. I would recommend that 
you put what the BLM alternatives are on these maps, 
if you have any other future public meetings, just 
to provide some clarity to the people that are 
attending the meetings. 

MR. FOREST LITTRELL: Thank you, 
Dave. 

Stephen Burton. 

MR. STEPHEN BORTON: I’m Stephen 
Borton. 

MR. FOREST LITTRELL: That's an O 
instead of aU. 


Sorry about that. 


MR. STEPHEN BORTON: That's all 


oe 


Cn 


Thank you. 


MR. FOREST LITTRELL: Thank you, 
Stephen, 

Is there anyone else in the group this 
evening that would like to testify? 

In that case, then, if there's no other 
one that wants to testify, this hearing is now 
adjourned. 

I want to thank you for taking your time 
to provide the Bureau of Land Management with this 
information. As I stated earlier, there will be BLM 
personnel throughout the room to answer any 
questions that you would like to discuss with them 
this ev’ iing. 

Ana with that, the hearing is closed, 

I would like to ask, Larry, do you have 
anything that you would like to say? 

MR. LARRY BAUER: No. 
MR. FOREST LITTRELL: Okay. 
Thank you very 


Therefore, the hearing is closed. 


much for coming up. 


(The hearing concluded at 7:46 p.m.) 
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STATE OF COLORADO ) 
) Ss: 

COUNTY OF MESA ) 

I, Terry B. Rigler, Notary Public and 
Certified Shorthand Reporter, State of Colorado, do 
hereby certify the facts as stated by me in the 
caption hereto are true; that the foregoing is a 


true and accurate transcript of my stenotype notes 


then and there taken. 


I further certify that I am not employed 


by, related to nor of counsel for any of the parties 
herein nor otherwise interested in the outcome of. 
this action. 

In witness whereof, I have affixed my 


signature and seal this 17th day of March, 1986. 


“ 


KS 
Desay. eae 
My commission Terry & Rigler 


expires: 9/17/88 2004 North 12th Street 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 
(303) 241-5664 © 

86-42 











2/72/76 1 


At~- fry $ Byes Coe per 
fee-+7 ie 
ai ‘g 


Ce vere PC OCELS 


on 
iso} 


Dats fw Leck 
£ seme 
Da 


Ry eer Ee Oe San be 
DB LAF Oe te lane ome Rapp tect 
pe Teme, ite A Ae pai Ro a7 es 
& 
Stat Sh Git Keine 14, an) Ceara a 


they te pty eet Lee 


cS heck Kertimrd 4e Coco ny Te tae see gt 


cueh = Te Foshed 


Vacng Serty | 


SS a Cee Oe 
4 be 
Ue EP EE ee AW ae ete 
Bex 7Z 


for€ Role , see becky 


William J, Pulford 

Craig Listrict Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson St, 

Craig, CO 81625 


February 20, 1986 


Lear Wr, Pulford 


After reviewing the proposed management plan for the 
Ep iley snare Resource Area, I would like to make a few 
omments, 


Coal Levelopment 
Coal should not be leased in recreation anc wildlife 


priority areas, since even underground mining can 
cause subicence of surface terrain and have impacts 

3-1 jon the desirability of an area for recreation or 
wildlife purposes. In particular, the Iles Mountain 
Coal Tract should not be leasea in the Little Yampa 
Canyon recreation area, 


Qil ana Gas Levelopment 
T wou e oppose Oo the Avoidance Stipulations for 


oil ana gas leasing in ACECs and RNAS. The biological 
and geological resources in these areas are important 
3-2 and rare. Oil and gas development has substantial 
adverse impacts on the surrounding natural environment, 
and should not be permitted in these important natural 
areas. I recommend No Surface Occupancy stipulations 
be placed on all ACECs, SRMAS, RNAS and the Cold Springs 
Mountain Wildlife and Recreation area where oil and 
gas reserves are economically accessible with directional 
Grilling. Since it has been determined to be illegal to 
lease “No Surface Occupancy” in an area that is not 
economically accessible by directional drilling, 
mineral withdrawals need to be put in place for all 
remaining sections of the above mentioned areas, Por 
3-3 locations with slopes over 35%, No Surface Occupancy 
should be put into effect, because of the high 
potential for erosion. Roads for oil and gas production 
Should be considered temporary rather than permanent 
roads as the plan states on page 2-65. No Surface 
Occupancy stipulations should be considered a must for 
areas within ; mile of a water source rather than an 
option. The Plan must state that Environmental Impact 
Statements will be completed before leasing because of 
the court decision of Conners vs. Burford. It would 
be extremely helpful iF you included maps with the 
3-4] leases delineated and when each lease comes up for 
renewal for both oil and gas as well as coal. 
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William J. Pulford 
District Manager 

Craig District 

Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson St. 

Craig, CO 81625 


§ 
“UKSH CNY 0 


February 15, 1986 


Dear Mr. Pulford, 


I would like to comment on the draft Resource Management 
Plan for the Little Snake Resource Area. My major concern 
with the plan is that the Cross Mountain WSA was not 
recommended for wilderness designation. 


IT used to live in Elk Springs, Colorado, and have visited 
Cross Mountain many times. I find it to be one of the 
most impressive natural areas in the state of Colorado. 
Cross Mountain is well deserving of wilderness designation, 
and I recommend that you reevaluate your decision. Thank 
you for allowing me to comment on the plan. 

David Simpson 


| Airnpsen 
544 32k Rd. 


Clifton, CO 81520 


Sincerely yours, 


Pulford Letter - Page 2 


Grazin, 

The use of fences in recreation and wildlife priority 
areas ought to be minimized. Livestock distribution 
should be controlled in these areas instead (when possible) 


with water tanks and salting. 


Forestr. 

Timber production should only occur when it can be 
profitable to the Bureau of Land Management. I am 
opposed to subsidies for timber production and this 
includes road construction subsidies for timber 
harvest. The two high priority Accese Needed areas 
on Douglas Mountain should be eliminated for this 


reason. 


Wilderness 
Although all WSAs in the Little Snake Resource Area 


would make good Wilderness areas, the WSAs that would 
be the best additions to the National Wilderness 
Preserve System are Cross Mountain and Liamond Breaks. 
I would like to commend the Bureau of Land Management 
on the recommendation of Diamond Breaks, but Cross 
Mountain should also de recommended for Wilderness 
designation. Cross Mountain is a spectacular area. 

I have hiked through the canyon and over the north 
part of the mountain, I find Cross Mountain to be 
one of the most outstanding potential Wilderness 
areas in the state. 


Research Natural Areas 
A @ Research Natural Areas proposed in the Natural 


Environment Alternative should be protected in the 
Preferred Alternative. These seven areas total only 
2,935 acres and would protect some very outstanding 
biological and geological resources. I feel that the 
Bureau of Land Management has ignorea its responsibility 
to protect these very unique Breas. All RNAS should 
have No Surface Occupancy stipulations and be closed 


to motorized vehicles. 


Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
Hell's Canyon is deserving of ACEC status because of its 
The Bureau of Land Management did 


unusual plant life. 

good work in selecting Irish Canyon, Lookout Mountain, 
and Cross Mountain Canyon as ACECs, but should also add 
Hell's Canyon to this list. In order to give the best 
protection possible to these outstanding areas No Surface 
Occupancy stipulations or mineral withdrawals should 

be implemented and motorized vehicles should be limited 

to existing roads. The existing roads should be evaluated 
to see if they are truly necessary} if not they need to 


be eliminated. 
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Pulford Letter - Page 3 


Recreation 

The Cold Springs Mountain recreation area should include 
all lands which are in the West Cold Springs WSA. I 
would like to see what the Bureau of Land Management 
considers to be existing roads mapped out in the final 
management plan for the Cold Springs Mountain area and 
the Fragil Soil and Watershed areas. I would also like 
to see mapped out what would be the designated roads and 
trails for motorized use in Irish Canyon, Lookout 
Mountain, Little Yampa Canyon, Cedar Mountain and Cross 
Mountain. ‘fhe upper Little Yampa Canyon recreation 
priority area should be expanded north to include the 
excluded sections of the Yampa River. Calico Lraw 
ought to be excluded from the list of areas needing 
recreation access because the paleontological importance 
of the area will probably be adversely effected by the 
increase in recreational use, 


Wild ang Scenic Rivers 

The Yampa River from the Little Snake River to the 
Williams Fork has been identified by the National 

Park Service as a National Inventory River. Under 
regulations tos all feceral agencies (Federal Register 
9-68-80) the Bureau of Land Management 1s required to 
examine how the management plan will affect the National 
Inventory River section of the Yampa. The management 
plan shoulo also make recommendations on Wild and 

Scenic status suitability on the Yampa. 


Right of Ways 

All ACECS Wilderness areas, RNAS as well as recreation 
and wildlife priority areas should be considered 
unsuitable for Right-of-Way corridors, because of the 
inherent conflict between these uses anc Right-of-Way 
corridors’ impacts. For this same reason future 
communication facilities should be banned from Cedar 


Mountain. 


Lands 

Although lands around Elk Mountain and Blacktail 
Mountain are recommended for land retention and 
aquisition, no management guidelines are set for 

the areas. I recommend that the Blacktail Mountain 
retention area's southern boundary be mace the T.3N. and 
T.4N. township boundary in orcer to better protect the 
Yampa River and the scenic vistas from the National 
Forest Service's Service Creek W,.S.A. 
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Washington, DC 20004 





February 24, 1986 


Mr. William J. Pulford 
District Manager 

Craig District Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


REF: Draft Little Snake Resource Management Plan (Plan) and 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 


On February 3, 1986, the Council received the referenced document. 
We have reviewed the Plan and find it to be generally thorough 
and well reasoned. The plan indicates that exploration and 
development of oil and gas resources and designation of open 
off-road vehicle areas may impose potential adverse effects on 
historic properties. It should also be recognized that 
recreational use of the planning area may cause effects on 
cultural resources, as well. 


We are pleased to learn that an overall cultural resource 
management plan is to be developed, and hope that this plan will 
address these issues effectively. We encourage you to initiate 
consultations with the Colorado State Historic Preservation 
Officer and the Council, pursuant to Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act and its implemententing regulations, at 
an early date in order to avoid any confusion or delay in 
developing and implementing the Plan. 


If you have any questions or if we can provide anything further 
at this time, please contact Dean Shinn at (303) 236-2682 or at 
FTS 776-2682. 


Sincerely, 
Mon\rnwe Tags 
Robert Fink 


Chief, Western Division 
of Project Review 


Pulford Letter - Page 4 


Thank you for allowing me to comment on the plan. I 
hope that you examine my comments closely. 


Sincerely)yours, 
Lik Roepe: 
Kirk Koepsel 


11608 S. Apache Tr. 
Conifer, CO 80433 
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March 3, 1986 


Mr. William PUlford 

Craig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson St 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Sir: 


Thank you for having recommended Diamond Breaks and Irish Canyon 
as suitable areas for Wilderness designation and for the protec- 
tion of the rare plant varities located there. 


I would also like to say that I am opposed to designating grazing 

areas on land that your department manages. 1 am disgusted as the 

BLM's refusal to designate Cross Mountain as a wilderness area. 
7-1) Why must your department keep favoring large industry at the des- 
WwW truction of the few natural areas of life that we have left? 


Sincerely, 


wf Jatin 
fe Fishburne 


98 N. Alpine 
Parker, CO 80134 
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March 3, 1986 


Mr. William J. Pulford, Craig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 

455 Emerson St 

Craig CO 81625 


I wish to oppose the BLM's refusal to grant 
wilderness designation for the Cross Mountain area. 
This is a crucial habitat for many threatened and 
endangered species, and contains some of the most 
Stunning and ecologically diverse country in Colorado. 
I trust the Bureau of Land Management will reverse 
its decision, and grant this irreplaceable area 


wilderness designation. 
Sincerely, 


V4 f npite 10-1 
Mrs. Lorraine Lane 
3505 W. 


Denver CO 


39th Ave 
80211 
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10 
FORT LEWIS COLLEGE 


DURANGO, COLORADO 


5 March 1986 


William J. Pulford, 

Craig District Manager, 
Bureau of Land Management, 
‘SS Emerson Street, 


waig, Colorado 81625 


Dear Sir: 

This is to register my concern for the recent decision against 
Wilderness designation of Cross Mountain Wilderness Study Area, 
aprarently a Bureau of Land Management decision in favour of dev- 
elcpment rather than the preservation of 4 unique and unspoiled 
area. 

uy familiarity with this area dates back to the early 1950's dur- 
ing my tehure as crofess or of Botanyat the University of iyoming; 

my interest has continued over the years as I served as the ‘resi- 
dent of Fort Lewis College (now retired) and as a resident of Color- 
rdos 

I know that the whole area surrouncing the Dinosaur National monument 
is one of the Nation's unique features whose value as a {/ilderness 
frea far surpasses any sprt-term values that seem to have motivated 
the Bureau's failing tu consider the Cross mountain Wilcerness Study 
frea worthy of preservation, 

pefore it is too late, please register my protest of this cecision 
at any and all levels of dec .$ion- making within the bureau of Land 
Management. The effects of this decision can be catastropric to a 
bit of America well worth saving! 

Thank yous 


Sincerely, 


ft es» S 


John F, 


CULM. G SREY 
Gir Wert 
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Po. Box S/l 
Durango, CO 61302 
Mavch 6, (785 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 
T am ap alled that 
Cross Mountain Uilderness 
Stud $4 Area Was Not fecom- 
mended for wilderness sfafs. 
T have “sited Cross MouTair 
twice , and Strongly believe it 
shold be protected as wilderness 
the, desttuchon of the area 
is not worth what ttle | 
and Bh) might be und Tere. 
Please: Napge yor pecomirerda- 
Hn at’ ualdernes$ 


Bortz. 


0 
stats. Thank you 
Sincerely, 
Steven, M. 
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March 5, 1986 


Dear Mr. Pulford, 

I am writing you as a new mother and concerned citizen 
of Colorado. I am frankly worried about the future of the 
northwest portion of our state. We seem to be at a place in 
time where we have the abllity to preserve this precious 
area for future generations or destroy its unequaled value 
for temporary profits. I’m a little unsure of the 
BLM’s reasons for offering “recreation management area" 
designation over "wilderness" status as this designation is 
quite Inadequate in protecting this area. I hate to imagine 

16-1 that when my little baby becomes an adult areas such as 
Cross Mountain with the Yampa River will no longer be the 
W | pristine area that It is today, but will have been exploited 
In search of oi] and gas. 

There are several! similar areas in my opinion that have 
also been skipped over for wilderness designation. To name 
Just a couple let me say that excluding both Cold Springs 
Mountain and Valley of Tears is basically eliminating 
precious wildlife. If Cold Springs and the areas adjacent 
to Dinosaur National Monument were to be protected with 
wilderness status Colorado would have a priceless region. 

I would like to thank the BLM for recommending Diamond 
Breaks for wilderness designation and also recognizing the 
uniqueness of Irish Canyon. If we could just continue this 
support to the other areas we wouldn’t have to worry about 
how our world Is going to be for our children. 

A couple other proposals that I find hard to fathom are 

16-2] 1> the BLM’s refusal! to consider Little Yampa Canyon for the 
Wild and Scenic and 2) why the BLM wants to walt for further 
studies on livestock grazing when is admits that much of its 
land is unsuitable for grazing already. If the present data 

16-3 Indicates that livestock reductions are needed, the 
livestock should be reduced before it Is too late. 

I hope that the BLM makes its decisions wisely and in 
making their decisions I hope they keep future generations 
in mind. 

Thank you for hearing my concerns. 


Sincerely, 


Jon! Ellis 
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March 6, 1985" 
Mr. William Pulford 
Bureau of Land Management 
Craig District Office 
455 Emerson Street 
Craig, CO 81625 
Dear Mr. Pulford, 

I have been advised that the BLM has decided against wilderness 
designation for the Cross Mountain area west of Craig after “studying” it for 
many years. I don't recall how long its been since the last public meeting 
concerning this topic was held in Craig, but I do remember the content of the 
discussion as if it were yesterday. I understand that more public hearings 
are in order as a result of this latest decision. Unfortunately, I will not 
be able to attend any of the scheduled meetings so I would like to take this 
opportunity to express my opinions on the matter. 

First of all, I can only hope that the scope of this series of meetings 
is somewhat different than those that were held many years ago. At that 
time, the Juniper-Cross Mountain reservoir projects were the hot topic in 
Craig and the discussion was more about the pros and cons of building a dam 
in the canyon than its ability to meet the criteria of a wilderness area. I 
wrote your pradacoasa rial that time concerning the content of the discussion 
and about my feelings about wilderness designation. 

In the years that have passed since that time, the Cross Mountain area 
was to have been managed as a wilderness area since it was designated a WSA. 
I realize that it is hard for your office to enforce such an directive but I 
feel that the Cross Mountain area has been marked more by man in the last six 
years than it ever was before an interest was taken in it. This is an 


unfortunate turn of events as it did, at one time, meet all of the 


requirements of a wilderness area and would have been an excellent example of 
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3/6/86 


To: William J. Pulford 
District Manager BLM 
Craig 


From: Mike W, Crosby 
Wildlife property technican 
Spanish Parks Wildlife Area 
Box 23 
Bon Carbo, CO 81024 


Dear Bill, 


I have heard that the Cross Mnt. Area has been pulled from Wilderness 
status. This disturbs me. Being an avid kayaker & former resident of 
Craig, I've found Cross Mnt, to be very diverse, ecologicaly and also from a 
recreation standpoint unique. 


Please, send me the reasoning behind this ruling. When doing S.V.I.M. for 
the Kremmling Resource Area, I was impressed at the species diversity & 
compisition around Red Gorge. I’m sure many species of threatened plants 
are in Cross Mnt. (Mustard Fan) 


If the reason of Cross Mnt. denial as wilderness is because of water 
W retention (i.e. daming), it seems somebody isn't looking at long term 
resource planning. 


Thank you 
Mike Crosby 


cc: R. Burford 
Denver 
File 


(This letter was typed for reader clarity) 


16 


the first such designation by the BLM in the state. As it is, I have 


witnessed vehicles on the south rim and the stumps of pinion and juniper 





trees cut for firewood in the @ area on many occasions. In addition I 
have seen, and reported to your office, evidence of illegal trapping and 
poisoning throughout the canyon. 

In spite of these transgressions I believe that the Cross Mountain area 
remains suitable for a wilderness area and should be so designated. I am 
well aware of the requirements for wilderness designation and have discussed 
them at length in previous letters as they pertain to Cross Mountain, The 
Craig District BLM has an excellent opportunity to set a precedent for the 
rest of the state and the nation to follow. I challenge you to resist the 
pressure of special interest groups that have already had their way in 
northwestern Colorado and make this one step towards preservation. Its time 


that a balance was struck between all of the a *s energy related 





developments, human encroachment and construction and that of preservation of 
those things that are wild and untouched. 

I would welcome your comments on this matter and look forward to hearing 
of some positive discussions concerning the suitability of wilderness 
designation rather than the suitability of the area for energy development 
and/or the construction of a reservoir. After ail, these past six or seven 
years were supposed to have been spent studying the area for that reason. I 


believe that is what WSA stands for, correct? 


Sincerely, 


AUDA aL 44 ely 


Mitchel W. Little 


3 6 17 
ZO Mi flan I he | Fore Lie 


Sesh ates er SOKA 
Cree - 


KMANE are, erly free Arutmn 
sé Goats Vill ile Fee 

ASex L2F 

Lien larbe, Co. Wozr 


Liner LS. M4, 
a fove Aeef Shar FRe Cressa7 
Aw tes Leen PS Wilelerne ss 
Ir Fuse GEEE- ts Fer 3 “Te, Ferns on 
Ie Arex eter 6 fore resided a< 
crag «Zee foun! Cross -77F 7o 2e 
esa cosleduycd i) (wipes pais een 
PP recrce s7 SH. vor GrgevC «6 
a5 DIES Be The oe 
OCA THs rele» then cbr7g 
SUDA forrke Ae hg Aarate Frag, 
Zves eorresse oH 74 eas ol ersity 
ot Se cet Oe tre ard Men 5 03 e+ LZ 
cSAwe ree pos of AA ree hare 
1 Ven TE ere bn Cress atl. foes hn aq) 


re Jae reason aK Cex 
eww! as whearnes 7s Becarse 


on~ kare rern rer Cs. ofa a1 Hig » 
VP Semers Senwbocy rent Sootiry 
F ~~ vers Kerr reserc]e fo enaves iy 


as, 


35 Gihs UI SYN ota 


ing 





§ 00 ‘aye 
Heron 45 1103) 


erty 





19 


March ay (186 


Mark E. Udall 
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Janet Thew 
17372 E. Layton Dr. 
Aurora, CO 80015 


Mr. Pulford, 


I am amazed and extremely dismayed that the BLM has 
recommended against wilderness designation for the Cross 
Mountain Wilderness Study Area, The area is beautiful 
and ecologically diverse, and provides habitat for many 
threatened and endangered species, including golden and 
bald eagles. This area does not need to be exploited for 
oil and gas, as there are almost two million acres of 
federal oil and gas acreage in the vicinity. Cross Mountain 
equals less than 1% of this available acreage! ‘The BLM's 
offer of "recreation management area" designation would 
afford very little protection. 

Please urge the BLM to reconsider their decision. 


Sincerely, 


ae 
(\Oni TN Moa 


C 


At whe Ist 4Q 


maya Koes Ax, 
an bye Aerie eae Ges 
i ory SS ie 
Oh 55 Netra! AY, 
("Pro 
een Grury Rjrrms Stee? ee! 
4) * Fur he hoe fov ry nas 
rode bod gy cut works proper me 
of ts he 
10- ve yen EMA Tie sare ent ene eheinerne 
Tk ! 2 propriate 
jue Siew's rajorhes P 
rei’ now 
y Looks ton 
sah 


kh 
Nag eas an mad 
tinetbrne 


fe 


9 


By ak sopeek 
D os) Oo 


Ridge. 


\tJewes> 
Ontn es “I 
Rovn fern ae 
ae tress 
Sun carely, 
8S Gi Ly Ol doi Ges 


wy y SET 00 rs 
ANE CYT a Hr aenn 


20 21. 


Dear Mr, Pulford: 


/4 We sincerelphbpe you will change your recommendation against 
af €S 
ilderness in the CROSS MT. area, 
a1-1 i Please think of the youth of the future!We must try to 
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William J. Pulford a- 6-8 (ee 


Craig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management = 


Eraigeo 61ean Des vv i 4 ‘ : 
Deer Sir: > non wow au : { 
Re: LITTLE SNAKE RESOURCE AREA MANAGEMENT PLAN : om Se 
dsaypewL) bY Tas 08 

We 


I was recently surprised and disappointed to learn that the BLM has 
recommended against wilderness designation of Cross Mountain 


Wilderness Study Area. The unmistakable wilderness values of Cross 2 D x \ yi @ dure 
Mountain--stunning beauty; diverse ecology; crucial wildlife habitat thes. KR Lin WW =| 


for threatened and endangered species--make this area a logical : =: 
88-1) selection for wilderness. It would seem that an unbalanced trade-off -) - AVA LG WITT 
Ww for dubious potential gas and oil potential has been struck. The Crom Prountaowm 

14,081 acres of Cross Mountain represents less than one per cent of ue 

the other 1,878,000 acres of federal oil and gas acreage in the DS B () 0 

vicinity. ana Wrldances Qnsa- mt 

Also, in the cases of Cold Springs Mountain and the five small “ce wt ocabs 


BBQ) shuffled aside for oil and gas management. The BLM plan is 
ww inconsistent with the more preferable plan of the Division of 83-1 yet” (ew 
Wildlife. prowail rv Tx ~D 


With regard to overgrazing within the land management area: if \ i 

existing data indicate that livestock reductions are appropriate, they ak ab aronal WLe 
BB-B) should be made now. By waiting for further monitoring studies (which Pee QB Varuw 

are in jeopardy in light of anticipated funding cutbacks) the BLM is 


inviting severe erosion and water quality problems in the future. Reetnasey ay cj Crude 


. VA 
Dinosaur Adjacent Areas, my concern is that wildlife habitat is being lined Kgs Cau een St 


Finally, the Management Plan was on target in recommending Diamond 
Breaks for wilderness. I also commend the designation of Irish Canyon 
as an “Area of Critical Environmental Concern” and Limestone Ridge as 
a “Research Natural Area.” : 


rug Wal 


Bruce Mohr 
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Denver 8-10-86 


Dear Mr. Pulford, 


BLM's Little Snake Resource Area has just released its Resource Management 
Plan, as, of course, you are aware. 


The plan does not recommend wilderness designation for Cross Mountain WSA. 
In my opinion, this is an unfortunate oversight. 

I'd also like to recommend the Little Yampa Canyon for formal evaluation of 
Wild and Scenic River status and would like to see Vale of Tears in 
wilderness designation. 

I realize that reasonable people can disagree about just about anything. 
Sometimes we're inclined to argue economics of land management; sometimes 
basic values about esthetics. Still, in the case of Colorado as a state, I 
think one can make a reasonable case that our financial future as well as 
our general sense of what constitutes the so-called “quality of life" is in 
large part dependent upon our wilderness. Maximizing our wilderness should 
be as important as any other use for BLM land. I don't think it fs at 
present. 


Sincerely, 
B111 Brooks 
1465 So. Clayton 
Denver, CO 80210 
cc: Senators Hart & Armstrong 
(Mis letter has been typed for reader clarity) 
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955 Grandview 
Boulder, CO. 80302 


3/10/86 


William Pulford, 
District Manager 
Craiq Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson St. 
Craig, CO. 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford, 


I am writing to comment on the Little Snake Resource Management 
Plan. Please include these comments in the official record. 


First, I urge the protection of Cross Mountain as a Wilderness area. 
I have not yet had the pleasure of visiting Cross Mountain, but I 
have rafted and kayaked the Green River through Dinosaur, and really 
enjoyed coming to the free-flowing Yampa after running the rocky, 
dam-controlled Green. 


I think that Cross Mountain is one of the outstanding examples of 
a@ superimposed canyon, and I am aware that it provides excellent 
habitat to eagles and bighorn sheep, as well as elk, deer, and antelope. 


I also am aware that several species of endangered fish inhabit 
the Yampa, and any development of the canyon for water projects 
could harm these warm water fish. 


I do not think that the potential for oi1 and aas should outweich 
wilderness for Cross Mountain; there is very little in the northwest 
portion of Colorado that is not open to oil and gas development, 

and with potential oi] shale development 30-40 miles away, there 

is a great need to protect some of this threatened part of the state 
for the present and future. 


I also urge that you reverse the recommendation for Cold Sprinas 
and the Dinosaur adjacent areas, and that you recommend them for 
Wilderness protection. I have not yet visited these areas, but I 
would like to. 

Canyon 
I also ask you to recommend the Little Yampa for Wild & Scenic study. 
I participated in a raft, canoe, and kayak trip with the Colorado 
Mountain Club 3 years ago, and it was a very enjoyable, easy beginner's 
trip. I do not understand your refusal to study it for Hild & Scenic 
status. 


Finally, I support your recommendations for Diamond Breaks, and for 
Trish Canyon and Limestone Ridge. 


Thank you, 


M 


orm Mullen 
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United States Department of the Interior 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
UPPER COLORADO REGIONAL. OFFICE 
P.O, BOX 11568 
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAN 84147 


tana. UC=152 MAR 11 ters 

120.1 

Memorandum 

To: Mr. William J. Pulford, District Manager, Craig District Office, 


Bureau of Land Management, 455 Emerson Street, Craig, Colorado 81625 


From: Regional Director 
Bureau of Reclamation 


Subject: Review of the Draft Little Snake Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement and its Wilderness Technical 
Supplement 


We have reviewed the subject document and find it well written and concise. 
However, we found very little mention of potential water resource development 

in the resource area, The water resource section should be expanded to include 
areas of potential water resource development and how the various alternatives 
will impact future Federal, State, and private water development (1.e., Stagecoach, 
Juniper/Cross Mountain, Yellow Jacket, and Savery-Pothook). Also, there should 

be a discussion of the impacts of wilderness designation on water rights and 
potential water resource development in the resource area (especially 
Juniper/Cross Mountain). 


None of the proposed alternatives will affect any active Reclamation interest 
in the area. Thank you for the opportunity to review this document. 
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March 8, 1986 


Williaw J. Pulford, Craig Diatrict Heneger 
Bureau of Lend Ranagenent 

455 Eserson Street 

Craig, CO 61625 


Deer Wr, Pulford: 


I em surprised and disappointed thet the Bureau of Land Nenagesent hae 
recomsended against wilderness designation of Cross Nountain Wildernesa 
Study Ares. Cross Mountein is a wild, specteculer erea with excellent 
opportunities for kayaking, hiking, end backpacking. Croas Mountein 
provides important hebitet for nuserous threatened or endangered species 
(Colorado aquevfish, huapback chub, rezorback sucker, peregrine falcon, 
golden eagle, and baid eagle). The srea alao includes patroglyphe end tool 
20-4 | shards. 


W The questionable potential for o11 and gee reserves of Cross Hountain are 
rether insignificant compared to the obvious wilderness attributes. I hope 
you will reconsider your recommendetion against wilderneas for Cross 
Wountein. 


Sinceraly, 


Dg ee a he vo 
Dr. Devid A. Hill 
1850 Kohler Drive 
Boulder, CO 80303 
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1017 19 St 
Greeley,Co 80631 
Jilliam J. Pulford 
Craig District Mgr. 


Bureau of Land Management 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 


Though I read a lot of the publicity about questionable BLM 
decisons on wilderness designation in Utah, I did not realize 
that similar problems may exist here in Colorado. totes 

to the recent decision on Cross Mountain, 

If ever an area were to epitomize low-latitude Western wilderness 
Cross Mountain is it. The area contijans over 14,000 acres of 
the aGgt stunning and ecologically diverse country in Coldado. 
The mountain itself is an upthrust in the path of the Tampa 
River, with the result being that the River has 4#carved a deep 
gorge right through thqmountain, Geologically, this is compar- 
able to the Grand Canyon on a smaller scale, and would seem to 
merit special consideration on this basis alone. 

As it flows--or rages--though this afoge. the Yampa now provides 
one of the most challenging white-water kayaking runs in Ameri- 
ca, and can be rafted or hiked at lower water. Bighorn sheep, 
eawgles, and other endangeered species live there. 

But instead of wilderness designation, for some reason your of- 
fice classifps it as a "recreation¢ management area," thus leav- 
ing this rare and precious area open to degradation through 
mining. Ironically, however, the main mineral claims for the 
area are for limestone, which can surely be mined more cheaply 
in less remote areas. Administrative classifications that can 
be revoked when political pressures come to bear on the BLM 

have proved to be inadequate in protecting wildernesss treag@yres. 
This is why I urge you to reconsider the Cross Mountain area 


for full Wilderness protection. 
Sincerely, 7? vA 
[GA W/ Ken 


Thank you for your attention, 
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The thing which I find most distressing about the exclusion 
of the Cross Mountain area as a Wilderness Study Area is the BLM's 
reasoning. To be quite frank I find the argument that there is 
potential for oi) and gas within the area to be a ludicrous one. 
First of all, it is only that -- potential. Doesn't just about 
every area within the U.S. have potential for oi] or gas? It 
also seems to me that the BLM has chosen to ignore the three dry 
holes already drilled within the area. Cross Mountain {is surrounded 
by plenty of land suitable for drilling, why not use that and leave 
this beautiful area alone! Our present oi] and gas situation is 
not so desperate that we must turn to destroying wilderness areas 
to obtain these commoditys. Drilling would not only bring air 
and noise pollution but {t would leave scars on the land from 
the roads that accompany the drilling. I would hate to see such 
a fate come to an area like Cross Mountain. 


In conclusion, I just want to mention that I have lived in 
Colorado all my life and I have watched it grow from an almost 
“down home" additude to a booming area for not only tourists but 
also those who come to live among the majestic peaks, beautiful 
forests and wild, open grasslands. Lets not dissapoint them by 
tearing apart the few areas left with roads and machinery. 


See t 


Ja Sea 
Cindy ay 


lor 
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Cindy Taylor 
1907 Rollinawood Or. 
Ft. Collins, Co. 80525 


Dear William J. Pulford, 

I am writina concerning your recent decision recommending 
against wilderness desiqnation of the Cross Mountain WSA. First 
I wish to commend the BLM on their recommendation of Diamond 
Sreaks as being suitable fcr wilderness designation. I feel it 
is a beautiful area that would have a lot to offer were it to 
become a wilderness area. I am, however, distressed over the 
exclusion of the other seven areas within the Craiq District. I 
have lived in Colorado now for eighteen years and have come to 
love the solitude and beauty found in wilderness. Unfortunantly, 
far too often I have had to hike to the sounds of motor vehicles -- 
the very sounds I was trying to escape -- anc look down on roads 
cutting through the trees. I would hate to see the same fate 
come to the Cross Mountain area. 


I feel that the reasons supnorting certainly the recommendation 
if not the desianation of Cross Mountain as wilderness unignorable. 
First, it is a beautiful area that contains the Little Yampa, a 


a7-a| river that offers some of the most challenging whitewater kyaking 


anywhere and the last free tributary of the Colorado river. The 
area also contains a variety of different eco-systems. From the 
actual river gorge to the side canyons and the high arid plain 

to the north, the Cross Mountain area has much to show to those 
who wish to visit it. Because of the diversity within the area it 
is also home to several types of wildlife, many of which are either 
threatened or endangered. It is one of the few places in Colorado 
in which you can find bichorn sheep, antelope, mule deer and elk 
all together. In addition sauawfish and humpback chub as well 

as the peregrine falcon and the golden and bald eagle al] make 
their home within this beautiful area. Not only would roads 
cutting through the area destroy the beautiful eco-systems, it 
would stress the wildlife and further endanger these already 
threatened animals. 


Mores, 
Pog 38 
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March 12, 1986 


William J. Pulford 
District Manager 

Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson Street 
Craig, Colorado 81625 


I have recently read of the Bureau of Land Management's decision to 
recommend against wilderness designation of the Cross Mountain Wilderness 
Study Area. I am fully aware of the current administration's political stands 
on such areas. I had hoped people in your position would take their jobs 
seriously. I cannot believe you rationally made the decision to exclude the 
larea. Sometimes we must go beyond politics and make decisions we can sleep 


ith. 


You are selling our grandchildren's future for purely financial, short 
term gains. Please reconsider. 7 
Ben W. een 
BHT /bs 
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14 March 1986 
William J, Pulford 
District Manager 
Bureau of land Maragesont 
455 Emerson Street 
Craig, CO 81625 
Dear Mr. Pulford: 

Those BLM personnel in the Craig district who were involved in 
field studies of potential wilderness areas are to be comsended for 
their efforts. They succeeded in identifying all the areas which ere 
easentially unaffected by man's interference, which offer real oppor 
tunities for a wilderness experience, and which are substantially free 
from any conflict with competing demands on resources, 

Unfortunately, the good work of the people in the field hae been 
Glmost completely undone by others in the office. The arguments fav- 
oring wildernesa designation for the eight WSA’s in the Little Snake 
Resource Area sre well defined, and are quite consistent for all eight 
areas. By contrast, the arguments used by their superiors to eliminate 
all but one of these areas are vague, largely irrelevant, and pitifully 
weak--90 weak, in fact, that any prudent observer can logically conclude 
that the rationales oited in the Resource Management Plan ere Ret the 
real reasons for which these areas were rejected, 

Since one cannot expect @ bureaucrat to put down in writing why he 
chooses to go against the directives mindated by the Congress, one must 
read between the lines of the Plan to determine what these real reasons 
are. 


fhe sisilarity between the Little Snake decieions and those of 


39; 


they may. Reoent economy (7) measures which reduce BLM's ability te do 
its job in the field tend to exacerbate thie situation even more. 

Tne cverell BLM wilderness situation greatly resembles that of the 
Forest Servico several years ago. That agency too was reluctant to 
preserve the wilderness values of its lend, But they forgot that the 
Teal decision was not going to be wade by thes, but by the Congress, 
which ie far more responeive to the wishes of the publics. Citisene’ 
groups were forced to conduct their own studies and prepere their own 
proposals. In many cases, Congress realized that the citisone} recom 
mendations were far more cognizant of the real values, and the Forest 
Service decisions were summarily ignored, Thies is the same tack that 
must be followed once again. As @ concerned citisen, I appreciate the 
field work you have conducted, but your conclusions supposedly based on 
that field work are such that I can only ignore them and proceed with 
my own proposale. In the case of the Little Snake Resource area, until 
valid reasons to the contrary are offered, these proposals can be nothing 
less than the recommendation of all eight areas ae wilderness, 

Respectfully, 
James R. Guadagno 


353 County Road 5 
Ridgway, CO 81432 
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other resource areas indicates that the first reason for the rejection 
of seven out of eight qualified wilderness areas ia the Quota, While 
mo one in the chain of command would readily admit this, it is quite 
apparent that someone in the BIM has ordered hie underlings not to 
recommend more than & minor fraction of WSA'a to be designated as wild 
erness. So as not to sake their motives too obvious, District Managers 
are allowed to throw @ bone or two--in thie case, Diamond Breake—to 
the public. But the lack of correlation between the real worth of the 
areas as wilderness and their chances of being designated shows that 
such @ quota system does indeed exist and has been followed almost uni< 
veraally by BLM. 

The second reason for rejection is pressure by commercial exploiters 
of public lands, Mineral exploration companies in particular have long 
felt that all the public lands belong exclusively to them, end they sre 
reluctant to share even a tiny fraction of those lands with the citizens 
who own them. Therefore they continually exaggerate both the extent of 
and the need for the potential minerel resources contained beneath those 
lands, even when there is no indication whatsoever that such resources 
really exist. Their politica) end economic powsr is great, however, and 
they usually have no difficulty in having their way. 

The third reaaon, which is best exemplified by the WSA's adjacent 
to Dinosaur Netional Monument, is the lasiness of BIM administrators, In 
an agency which has a long tradition of applying little or no real man- 
agement to the lands under its jurisdiction, the ides that a genuine ef- 
fort nust be generated—even when that effort consists of no more than 
keaping the land from being deatroyad—is repugnant. It is much easier 


to grant free reign to #11 exploiters, and to let the chips fall where 
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1703 Wilson Avenue 
Apartment 403 
Loveland, CO 80537 


March 15, 1986 


William J. Pulford 

Creig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson Street 

Creig, CO 81625 


Oeer Mr. Pulford: 


On Monday, March 10th, I attended the meeting at the Remade Inn in Lakewood 
which gave citizens an opportunity to comment on your district's draft 
wilderness recommendation. I would like to add my voice to the voices of all 
those individuals who urged your office to reconsider your recommendation. 

I, too, wes extremely diseppointed to learn that out of eight Wilderness 
Study Areas your district intended ta recommend only one arsa for inclusion 
in the Nations! Wilderness Preservation System. 








When we first came to this continent, nearly ali of the land in North 
America could have been classified as de facto wilderness. In subsequent 
yeers, we spread ourselves throughout the country, destroying the wilderness 
in front of us as we went and never thinking that one day there would come 

@ need to pre ve whet wi left. Only in the last 25 years have we really 

become serious about preserving some of that heritage. 








The Wilderness Study Areas now being studied by the Bureau of Land Management 
constitute only a small fraction of the remaining public lands which could 

be preserved. And now you're asking us to believe that only a small fraction 
of that small fraction is suitable for preservation. 1 won't buy it. 


Many of the citizens of the United States are trying to tell you that if 

we could have our own way, we would preserve every last acre of our remaining | 
natural lands. We recognize the neasd to compromise over those lands, but 
preserving one Wilderness Study Area out of 6 possible eight does not 
represent a compromise at all. 





1 am convinced that the philosophy of the Bureau of Land Management towards | 
wilderness designation could be characterized by saying that the BLM will 
recommend an area for designation if end only if there are no development 
oriented potential uses for the area. Prove me wrong by recommending | 
Cross Mountain and the areas adjacent to Dinsosaur Netional Monument, as | 
well eas the one ares you have aiready chosen, for inclusion in the Nationel \ 
Wilderness Preservation System. All have outstanding natural values. i 

| 


Thank you, ! 


Mark Collier 
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March 13,1986 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 


As a resident of the state, very interested in preserving 
the environment, I was thrilled to learn of the BLM recom- 
mendation of Diamond Breaks for wilderness designation! 


In the same breath, however, I must express my dismay at 
BLM's rejection of Little Yampa Canyon, Cold Springs 
Mountain and nearby areas close to Dinosaur National 
Monument, and especially Cross Mountain, 


The area here is some of the most stunning and ecologically 
diverse country in northwest Colorado. 


Cross Mountain, specifically, contains a system of unexplored 
caves, the Yampa River Gorge, and crucial habitat for many 
threatened and endangered species of wildlife, such as big- 
horn sheep, antelope, deer and elk, Furthermore, I under- 
etand that at least three dry holes were recently drilled 

in the mountain, hinting that maybe the speculation that 

the area is potentially rich with oil and gas, IS FALSE. 


Please reconsider the decision to exploit the above men- 
tioned areas.We don't need anymore mining right now--have 
you checked the prices at the fuel pump latlely? 


Thank you for your time. 


WS 


M. S. ROSSER 
Denver, CO 
March 13, 1986 
Maybell, Colo, 81640 
Dear Sirs; 


I am writing in regards to the Little Snake River Resource Management Plan, 
Specifically in regard to the Cross Mountain Wilderness Study Ares, 

I wish to support the B,L.M,"s position thet it not be made into a 
wilderness area; instead be protected from any development, (Otherwise 
left the same as it is.) 

My personal wish is that the area not be changed, or altemtd in any way 
as much as possible, 

I think this designetion would do a better job of protecting it than would 
be done by making it into a wilderness area and calling more attention to 
draw people and activities than has already been done, 

I live in the ares, my family has lived here since 1896, I think not 
enough attention has been given to the changes that would take place on the 
Surrounding private land end what the market would be for this land, 

It is a very dry area, For my use I believe it takes 120 acres per cow, 

So for livestock use it does not have a great deal of value per acre. However, 
with the inflation of land values beyond what it will produce, until the 

last few years, it is worth a great deal, There are approximtely seventy 
thousand acres in the immediate area belonging to ranchers that would be 
directly affected, They might no longer be viable operations, more than 

thet if you figure some of the land belonging to the same ranches, but not 

in the immediate area, 

One ranch contains sixty four thousand acres, Only about thirty thousand 
acres in this area, 

I wonder what the market will be for this land? What it will be used for «) 
and how much this will change the area? 

I hear that one of the advantages to the area is that it has so many 
different kinds of animals, especially deer, antelope, elk and mountain sheep, 
There are also lots of coyotes and lions, Twenty years ago there were no elk, 
antelope, sheep, very few deer, three lions where now there are eight to ten 
and less than half as many coyotes, Many other types of animals have 
inoreased proportionally, The elk and deer are spending more time grazing 
4n our fields than on the mountain, since they have pretty well grazed that off, 
There have been few if any cattle to help them on Cross Mountain, It has 
gotten to the point where I can move elk from one mountain to the other by 
which field I put cows in in the fall when the hunters get to bothering me, 

Also we have had problems with vandalism of our property, camps and such, 
It has been just senseless wanton destruction where everything even the 
dividers between the windows were broken out and the stoves smished into 
little pieces, 

I had the idea that these were simply the type of people who did that if 
they found their neighbor gone - they'd vandalixe his house, However, after 
attending your meeting and seeing the violent animosity and hatred shown 
toward us there, I have come to the conclusion that (they) were after me 
personally, This I find hard to understand, If they figure it is ina 
condition to be worth coming several hundred miles to see, why should they 
attack those living there, Especially where they (in most cases) live where 
the environment has been completely altered, the land completely covered 
by concrete, The things they object to are almost all on private land, We 
don't have the services provided that "The People” expect. This does not 
produce the income "they" expect either, 
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I live in Lily Park, In the entire valley there is approximtely 
thirty thousand acres of private land, If i had all of it 1 would be 
hard pressed to clear ten thousand dollars a year, I don't think that 
would mke me unreasonably rich, I also don't believe "The People” 
would be willing to work the way i do even now, 

As to the damage to the range, In the first place this range is very 
poor, rocky soil and very little moisture, There used to be a lot of 
livestock here belonging to people who did'nt have permits off land, or 
have any right to be here, The game has increased to the point where, 
especially the elk, are doing a lot of damage especially on Cross Mountain 
and in my fields 

The goverrment protected horses for some time, while these were originally 
our horses permitted to oighty head, Becauce Sig rrerenent, restrictions 
they had not been maraged or kept under contro: 41 at the time these 
horses were gathered there were six hundred of then, 

The range is improving dramatically in that area, but there was'nt auch 
left, 

In summry 1 would like the present environment to remain the same,to the ' 
point ..:._ ... of me being allowed to live here, I don’t think that 
would be possible under a wilderness desigination, Not only from the 
direct effects of that action, but also from the change in the market 
for the land and other things, 

I don't think it would accomplish what it’s proponets envision or want, 
I am willing to try and adapt so as not to bother them, but 1 think they 
should some times eonduct themselves a little more like humans, 


Sincerely, 46-1 


Sam Rinker 
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48 what the National Wilderness Preservation System is all about. With the 
March 13, 1986 recent exploratory drilling disappointments near the mountain the oi] and 
, gas potential for the WSA has dwindled rapidly. Your documents (WTS, RMP) 
do not mention the possibility of a dam on the Yampa River in Cross Moun- 
tain, so why was the WSA not recommended? If not water, what resource 
conflicts exist for the WSA? As a friend of the Yampa River I am con- 
cerned about preserving its free-flowing character and wilderness canyons. 


Tat toned tie putaie hearing! for the Little Soske RKP Anitebenccds It is the last free-flowing tributary in the whole Colorado River drainage. 

Wilderness designation for Cross Mountain can only help in the larger ef- 
Colorado on March 10, At that time I obtained the RMP and Wilderness fort to maintain the Yampa'’s free-flowing character. I would like 
Technical Supplement (WTS) documents, I did not make oral comments that children to be able to experience the wild Yampa during ering peak ae 
night because I had not had the opportunity to review the documents. @O-11 7 nave. Cross Mountain WSA has more to offer than any other WSA in the 
After listening to comments at the hearing and having finished reviewing 


resource area, and I am out: that it 
the documents, I would now like to sutmit my own written comments here. sea dni. lode raged was not recommended for wilder- 


Dear Sirs: 


I find the recommendations of the BLM to be biased, shortsighted WA SGORIURIGGTE. woulasiiket Coe 4 ¢ 
xpress my support that all eight WSA's in 

and at times ludicrous. First of all Ant Hills, Chew Winter Camp, and 

Peterson Draw WSA's should have been studied as one combined WSA. I do the Little Snake Resource Area (LSA) be recommended for wilderness desig- 


: mation, Within the 2.4 million acres of the LSRA I'm only ask: for 
not understand what the rational was to split up @ complete block of land protection of 90,887 acres. This amounts to only 3.4% of the er Over 


into three WSA's, In the WTS the three WSA's are evaluated as a combined 94% 1s left open to full scale devel e 
= opment, Under the BLM's multiple use 
unit but the exact same comments and conclusions are reached for the com: mandate all I ask for is a sense of balance. There is clearly room for 


bined unit as for the separate units. It seems that the combined unit 
analysis was compiled only as an after thought. A combined unit WSA of much more than just the Diamond Breaks Wilderness in the LSRA, Is 3.&% 


10,834 acres adjacent to Dinosaur National Monument (DNM) will add signi- eae see? so that we may preserve a bit of wild America for genera- 
ficantly to the wilderness values within DNM. All three WSA's are con- 

cluded to offer excellent opportunities for solitude. To me this means Peensy 
that in and of themselves the areas do, rather than do not (as you con- Yo 

clude), possess outstanding wilderness values. It cannot be ignored that oe 

these areas are directly adjacent to DNM and include are upper pense of J 4 ij eller 
drainages which flow into DNM. Protecting lands up to the geographic CG % 
divide north of DNM will add significantly to the scenic values of the Robert Tubbs Jr, 

monument, Specifically this will enhance off river hiking opportunities 


4s-1 from within DNM, I have personally explored both the Warm Springs and 


UINTAH MOUNTAIN CLUB e P.O.Box 782 e Vernal, Utah 84078 
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consensus on the extent and composition of the areas which should be 


which have already received the designation Wilderness. 


ground mineral characteristics or economic value to the ranching, 


Five Springs Draw drainages from the river. Inclusion of these three 
WSA's in the BLM wilderness systems will preserve the remote character 
and scenic vistas experienced while hiking these drainages. Also there 
are few, if any real resource conflicts within the Ant Hills, Chew Winter 
Camp and Peterson Draw WSA's. Your rational for nonrecommendation of 
these WSA's is unsubstantiated. 


As with the combined WSA's, the proximity to DiiM and the opportuii- 
ties for solitude in the Tepee Draw and Vale of Tears WSA's have been 
ignored by your analysis. Both of these areas will add substantially to 
wilderness values within DNM, Again, both areas show little real resource 
potential and few conflicts with resource development. The WTS analysis 
of these two WSA's continually states that these area's attributes and 
contributions to the wilderness system is “minor when considering other 
areas being recommended as wilderness. These two areas constitute 12,910 
acres. Areas recommended for wilderness designation in the Little Snake 
resource area amount to 35,380 acres. These two “minor” additions can 
increase the amount of wilderness being recommended by over 36%. If the 
three combined WSA's are included, which have also been termed “minor”, 
it would amount to a 67% increase. I don't consider a 67% increase minor! 


I would also like to comment on the Cross Mountain WSA, Of all the 
WSA's in the Little Snake Resource area, Cross Mountain WSA affords the 
best opportunities for solitude, wilderness recreation, and wild life 
viewing. It is also the most scenic and spectacular, Cross Mountain is 
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Land is an organism. When we see land as a 

Sir phatase iat teas dg atthe weigh the natural values of the land. If this distinction is not 

made by the Bureau of Land Management, then a serious flaw exists 

in the evaluative process. Often, legislative decisions are made 

on the basis of Bureau recommendations alone. Uninterested legis- 

Aldo Leopold lators from other areas may then participate in an action in an 
automatic and less than critical fashion. Legislative action may 
proceed without all the information nacessary to ensure that the 

60-1) !ong-term interests of the public are adequately represented. 


There ts no other way for land to survive the 
(mpact of mechanized man. 


UA 


" 


There is evidence that the evaluation process may be flawed when 
potential economic values disqualify areas such as Cross Mountain, 
astride the Yampa River. I repeat, the appropriateness of Wilderness 
13 March 1986 designation is a legislative decision. Suitability stands alone. 


We are pleased but not overly-encouraged that the Diamond Breaks 
WSA was recommended, but one is led to the conclusion that this 
area was declared suitable only because no economic value could be 
attached to the area. This is not a reason to recommend that an 


Mr. William J. Pulford area be designated Wilderness. 

Craig District Manager 

Bureau of Land Management We applaud the decision to designate Irish Canyon as an "Area of 
455 Emerson Street Critical Environmental Concern". We feel this should give adequate 


Craig, Colorado 81625 protection to a very special area. 


Dear Mr. Pulford, We support the inclusion of Little Yampa Canyon in the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers system, and we are disturbed that the BLM refused to 
The one hundred-member Uintah Mountain Club would like to go on consider Wild and Scenic status for this section of the river in 
record supporting the concept of Wilderness designation for the areas their Resource Management Plan. We feel certain that this decision 
adjacent to Dinosaur National Monument which have been delineated by in large measure reflects the anachronistic idea that yet another 
the term “Wilderness Study Area" in draft Resource Management Plan dam may be needed on a wild Western river. The era of dam building 
for the Little Snake Resource Area. Although we have not reached a has come and gone. In a time of concern for the federal deficit 
and burgeoning government expenses, we can no longer expect the 
included in the National Wilderness Preservation System, we feel federal government to fund large public works projects for the 
that, in general, these areas possess the requisite characteristics benefit of the private sector. Typically, these projects involve 


th h itab a poor cost/benefit profile, and frequently destroy areas of out~ 
me eee cram oaneily cal eavae, re dest. tbe many wonder tut tends standing riparian, esthetic and recreational value. We feel that 


an undammed Yampa River deserves more consideration and protection 


We must emphasize that determination of whether an area is suitable than it has thus far received. 


f Wild i i - 
OGnicemnes=iceslsiaezonhahouldine cabeabsseavon abover ouabain Further written comments and recommendations will be submitted by 


farming or industrial communities. Suitability has nothing to do individuals and by the Uintah Mountain Club prior to the May 9 


with the economic value of the land to human users. Suitability is deadline. 
a quality judgment, and should be based upon the inherent natural 
values of the land. Thus, an area should not be disqualified as 
suitable because of economic plans or mineral worth. It is important 
to make this distinction. An area must be declared suitable for 
Wilderness designation if it meets the criteria for Wilderness 
according to the guidelines set forth in the National Wilderness a 
Po 


Thank you for your attention and interest. 


Preservation Act and other legislation pertaining to unroaded areas 
extant in the Federal Lands Policy and Management Act of 1976. 

Only Congress, not the Bureau, can determine whether a candidate 
area should be designated as Wilderness, and this decision can, Will Durant, President 
indeed, be made on the basis of economic value judgments. Only Uintah Mountain Club 
Congress should decide whether the economic values of the land out- 


Me 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
AIR FORCE REGIONAL CIVIL ENGINEER CENTRAL REGION 
1114 COMMERCE STREET 
DALLAS, TEXAS 75242 
. Diana Grunig 
li 316 Triceratops Terrace 
MAR 1385 Dinosaur, Colorado 
P. 0. Box 246 
Rangely, CQ 61648 
Mr. Kannon Richards, State Director 
Colorado State Office, BIM March 19, 1986 
2020 Arapaho Street 
Denver, Colorado 80205 


Dear Mr, Richards 


Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review the Draft Resource 
Management Plan and Fnvironmental Impact Statement for the Little Snake 
Resource Area, Colorado. 


Program Manager 


We continue to express our support of the BLM in developing functional Little Snake Resource Management Plan 
management plans for lands under its control. The Air Force concern for Little Snake Resource Area 
W these mnagement issues contains the need to retain use of existing and the Craig District Office 
establishment of future military flight training areas and routes which Bureau of Land Management 
may traverse these areas. 45S Emerson Street 


61-1 


Craig, Colorado 81625 
Currently no Air Force air operations traverse any portion of the study 


area. Although flight training areas, routes, and airspace requirements of Dear Sir: 
the military are subject to change and do change frequently, it is not 
anticipated that new routes will be established in the immediate future. This letter addresses the decisions published in the 
Wilderness Technical Supplement to the Little Snake Resource 
We are hopeful this information is useful in your planning. If additional Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement on the 
information is needed, our staff point of contact is Mr. Raymond Bruntmyer, Wilderness Study Areas identified under the authority of 
(214) 653-3341, or FTS 760~1341. Section 603(a), FLPMA: Diamond Breaks, West Cold Spring, 
and Cross Mountain. 
Sincerely 
of The Summary Analysis and Recommendations and supporting 
<fop:A 4 ti documentation for these three areas make a clear and 
3 convincing case that they all have wilderness value and meet 
‘CHAEL 4 Major, USAF Cy to: HQ USAF/LEEV the legal requirements for wilderness designation. Two 
Director, Envi: tal Planning Division areas, West Cold Spring and Cross Mountain, are not 
recommended for wilderness designation in spite of these 
impeccable qualifications. The reasoning seems to be that 
a) there are conflicts on some small portions of the acreage 
near the proposed boundaries, with potential grazing and 
61-1) especially oil and gas development, b) there is a potential 
dam site in the Cross Mountain WSA, and c) there is 
WwW potential for oil and gas development in all three areas. 
I agree that Diamond Breaks should be recommended to 
Congress for wilderness designation. Hut none of the 
considerations given seem to me sufficient reason to exclude 
West Cold Spring and Cross Mountain from this same 
recommendation. 
No pressing need has been demonstrated for a large dam know it, and I think all) three of these tracts should be 
in this Resource Area, for either water storage or power, 61-1] preserved so that future generations will be assured a 
much less a dam at a location in Cross Mountain Canyon, and chance to know it too. 


there is mo money in the budgets of either state or federal 

government for another dam. It is undoubtedly true that 

these areas have oil and gas potential, but most of the 

Little Snake Resource Area has oil and gas potential, and 

much of the rest of northwestern Colorado, northeastern Utah Sf{nc¢drely, 
and adjacent Wyoming, has this potential as well. There is 

plenty of acreage for oil and gas exploration; there are 

only small areas remaining with wilderness characteristics, 

and they should receive proper legal protection. There Diana Gruni 
would seem to be no shortage of grazing land in this 

Resource Area. Your documentation indicates a loss of only 

75 AUM’s if all three of these areas are designated 

wilderness; surely this is not sufficient to justify denying cc: Will Durant, Uintah Mountain Club 

these blocks of land wilderness status. 


In many cases, the conflicts to be resolved by the 
Conflict Resolution Alternatives do not seem to me to be 
severe enough to warrant losing a scarce resource to resolve 
them. Excepting the land leased to the Browns Park State 
Wildlife Refuge, which shares many of the same goals as a 
designated wilderness would, most of the other concessions 
seem to be unnecessary. Conflict Resolution Alternatives 
would certainly be preferable to no wilderness designation 
at all, and the changes to Cross Mountain and Diamond Breaks 
WSA’s seem relatively minor, and perhaps basically 
beneficial, but there should be greater justification for 
the resolution of conflicts im West Cold Spring by 
destroying so much wilderness resource. 


The area invelved in these three designations is only 
about 2% of the area of the Little Snake Resource Area, and 
not a significant contributor to the area*s economic base 
either now or for the foreseeable future. If future 
generations decide that the oil:and gas or other resouces 
must have a greater priority, whatever is there to develop 
will still be there. If wilderness status is not granted to 
these lands, by your own statements wilderness quality will 
disappear and future generations will have no choice. I am 
a geologist for an oi1 company, so naturally I am concerned 
that the needs of the petroleum industry be considered, but 
I am also a citizen and a resident of this area, and I don’t 
feel that oil and other resources have to be developed at 
the expense of a fragile and disappearing wilderness. 


This area does not fit the preconceived notion that 
people seem to have of Colorado wilderness; there are no 
swift mountain streams, aspen groves, or timberline 
vegetation. Neither are there the spectacular rockscapes 
that are mentally associated with Utah’s wild places. But 
the area has its own appeal to those of us who have come to 
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March 15,1986 


William J Pulford, 
Bureau Land Management 
455 Emerson 

Craiz Co 81625 


Sir, 

The PLM is wronz in many of it's latest study and 
recommendation. I am appalled at the latest decision 
regarding Cross Mountain to Call IT "THE Reareation Manazement 
Area" when we very wetl know that it shovld te wilderness. By 
ahanging it to non-wilderness recommendation, you will be 
endangering many wild animals to provide room for potential 
oil resources. It is inexcusable that you slhould choose to 
deatroy such wilderness. 

Your knowledge of other wilderness areas seems to be 
poor and not researched. Ex}; Cold Springs Mountain... 
The 17,000 acres comprise less than 1 percent of tha total 
available mineral in the vicinity and you insist on sacrificing 
the wildlife values. 
Look at the poor management tezarding Little Yampa 
Canyon, Irish Canyon étc. 

All your recommendatior’ azainst wilderness are 
outrageous and you should revise your studies tefore you 
continue to endanger what we want to keep for our children. 

Chrystiane Wiederrich 


ene 


4608 Greenbriar Ct 
Boulder Co 80303 
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3/18/86 


William J. Pulford 
Craig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Manager 
455 Emerson Street 
Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 


I am deeply concerned about the recommendation recently made by the BLM for 
Cross Mountain. Recently it seems mining % 01) interests have taken 
presi oanes Tm your decision making about Wilderness Areas. The Cross 
untain area is a crucial habitat for many endangered species as the 
Pergrine falcons, Golden & Bald eagles, Squawfish and humpback chub, and the 
razorback sucker, We must not ignore the gorge the Yampa river has cut 1000 
feet down making it a place of extreme beauty, Also, creating one of the 
most challenging whitwater kayaking runs in the county. Hikers can also 
enjoy the canyon and see bighorn sheep as well as antelope, elk & deer. 
This is a true rarety in Colorado that is very special. 1 fail to 
understand why the BLM want this land for oi] & gas development when they 
have 1,878,000 acres of federal land in the same area for that purpose. We 
need to change Cross Mountain to Wilderness status as soon as possible. 


I wish to thank the BLM for the recommendation of Diamond Break area as a 
Wilderness area. It was greatly appreciated and you have my support. 
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I do not support the BLM recommendation for the Cold Springs Mountain area. 
When this parcel of land is less than 1% of the total mineral acreage 
available in the area, it seems a lack of concern for the wildlife 
concerned, We have a special opportunity to help preserve our disappearing 
wildlife habitat here, I highly recommend changing the status of Coid 
Springs to Wilderness. 


The Dinosaur Adjacent areas has not been recommended for Wilderness which is 
a mistake. jose 5 areas are very important the park as they 
topographically complete it boundaries. The most vital of these sites are 
"Vale of Tears" located across from the Deer Lodge Park. These areas would 
enhance and secure the beauty, insure the preservation of the park for the 
future. 


There are a couple of other important issues that I feel need to bring to 
our attention. The Little Yampa Canyon has been identified by the Natural 
Park Service as worthy of protection under the Wild and Scenic River Act. 


§4-2/Yet, BLM has not acted on request for evaluation, I feel very strongly that 


should be done. We must protect the Yampa River, at least make it an 
(Outstanding Natural Area so it does not become a reservoir and destroy the 
whole river. Secondly, I wish to address the problem of livestock grazing 
and the BLM failure to adequately study the situation. You have state at 
1/3 of the land management areas is unfit for grazing. Yet, you are 
continuing present policies. This is a cause for grave concern, as a 


§4=3lproblem unchecked will become a crisis. The damage that will occur has a 


Ihigh chance of being permanent. 
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I do not think that even the BLM would like to face the problem, I urge you 
to take action on immediately. 


I wish to express my appreciation for your recommendation of Irish Canyon 
and Limestone Ridge. It's a good feeling when things are Acton iiahed and 
VougnaveIMVARUppORE on this. In closing, I appreciate your time and 
consideration of the several projects I have mentioned. 


Sincerely, 

Janna J. Harper 

P.0. Box 298 

Black Hawk, CO 80422 


(This letter has been typed for reader clarity) 
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March 18, 1986 


Mr. William J. Pulford 
Craig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson St. 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 


I want to protest most vigorously the BLM 
decision to recommend against wilderness designation 
for the Cross Mountain Wilderness Study Area. This 
area, just upstream from Dinosaur National Monument, 
certainly is worth preserving--it contains bighorn 
sheep, eagles, elk , and peregrine falcons. The 
scenery is unparalleled. 

This country is irreplaceable; there are almost 
2,000,000 acres of federal oil and gas acreage in the 


vicinity; Cross Mountain amounts to less than one percent 


Mfés] Lorraine Lane oe ae 
3505 W. 39th Ave 
Denver CO 80211 


of this available acreage! 
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Bureau of Land Manaement 
949 Krameria Street 455 Emerson Street 


Denver, Colorado 88228-4616 Craig. CO 81625 
March 18, 1986 Dear Mr Pulford, 
William J. Pulford 

Craig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


We need more land, not less preserved as wilderness. I think in 
the long run, we will benefit more from saving this land from 
development. As population increases, we will need this 
wilderness as a place to ao ta get away from too many people. 
With all the land available for development and resource use in 
less desirable areas, it would be to our advantage to -protect 
those parcels of lands with especially outstanding wildlife and 
scenic values. The more land we develop, the less there will be 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 


I am writing to express my concern and outrage at the recent sont available for the protection and preservation of wildlite. If man 

BLM recommendations for the Little Snake Resource Area. While I W concentrates on destroying all of his more valuable wildlife 

was heartened to learn that the BLM recommended the Diamond areas what will become of us? We cannot live alone on this 

Breaks area be given Wilderness status, it is unbelievable to me aortas, Maybe our longevity as a species will be improved if we 

that no other area in the Little Snake Resource Area is worthy of do Bat try ven mine the earth for every resource it contains. 

68-1 such protection. Of the 91,880 acres studied only 36,000 acres Instead we need to start trying to use what we have more 
should be protected in this way? efficently. 


As a member of the Colorado Native Plant Society, I was also 
glad to see that the BLM has proposed Special Management Area 
status for four areas in which rare or endangered native Colorado 
plants are found. However, these areas (encompassing only about 
21,808 acres) represent just a small portion of what the BLM 
should be protecting. 


I am particularly concerned by your lack of action im desigqnat— 
ing certain areas in northwest Colorado as wilderness areas, 
especially the Cross Mountain Wilderness Study Area. 


Sincerely yours, 


Care Muwark 


I urge the BLM to include Ink Springs, G-Gap, Horse Draw, Carol P. Stewart 
8-2 and Hell's Canyon in Special Management Areas. These four small 
inclusions total only 1,525 acres, but would provide protection 
to at least six rare plant species and several endangered plant 
associations of, critical national concern. 


The Little Snake Resource Area is diverse geologically and, 
hence diverse and unique ecologically. We frequently take such 
areas for granted, but we are all too rapidly coming to a point 
where we will have developed and irreparably damaged so many of 
these areas that we will have lost a significant part of our 
natural heritage. The acreage under present discussion is insig- 
nificant when the 1,878,008 acres of federal oil and gas acreage 
is considered. This area should not be developed but protected 
and preserved for the benefit of coming generations. 


Thank you for giving me this opportunity to express my 
concerns over your management proposal. I hope you will take my, 
and other's, comments into consideration when drawing up the 
final Resource Management Plan. 


Sincerely, 


seh Ub 
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VWAAW American Wilderness Alliance 


7600 Eost Arapahoe Road / Suite 114 / Englewood. Colorado 80112 / (303) 771-0380 


March 20, 1986 


Mr. William J. Pulford, District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 

Enclosed is the statement of the American Wilderness Alliance 
concerning the Little Snake Resource Area's Draft Resource 
Management Plan. 

I regret that I was unable to present this statement at your 
March 10 public hearing in Denver. Would you please make it 
a part of the official hearing record? 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Clifton R. Merritt 

Executive Director 


CRM:dbh 


enclosure 


Working Together To 
Conserve Wild America 
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that despite our considerable input during the informational 
public meetings a year ago the Plan has been improved very 
little. 


Specifically, we respectfully urge that the Plan be revised 
to include, as we requested a year ago, the following: 


1. Wilderness status for the Cross Mountain WSA, 13,450 
acres, 


This spectacular rugged river canyon area is eminently 
qualified for a wilderness classification. It has long been 
considered and used by our members as wilderness. It 
possesses major wilderness-associated wildlife values, 
including elk, bighorn sheep, wintering bald eagles and 
antelope. It serves as a golden eagle nesting area, and as a 
migration corridor for both species of eagles. Cross 
Mountain WSA is also existing habitat for prairie falcons. 
The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service reports that the area 
provides habitat for the endangered peregrine falcon. As 
wilderness, it would provide ideal habitat for restocking and 
furthering the recovery of this species. 


A highly scenic, wild reach of the Yampa River flows through 
Cross Mountain WSA and significantly enhances the value of 
the area for wilderness status. This reach of the river 
supports some of the most exciting kayaking in Colorado. It 
is also habitat of two threatened and endangered species, the 
humpbacked chub and Colorado squawfish. 


A wilderness classification would substantially protect and 
enhance fish and wildlife values of the threatened and 
endangered species, as well as those of the elk, bighorn 
sheep and others. Quality wilderness hunting of these big- 
game animals would be preserved. 


All of these irreplaceable amenity resources and values make 
Cross Mountain a superb unit for wilderness protection. The 
BLM's proposal of a Recreation Special Management Area 
designation for the tract is largely meaningless, would allow 
oil and gas exploitation and other development, and would not 
assure adequate long-range protection, as provided by the 
1964 Wilderness Act. 


Moreover, oil and gas interest in the area is purely 
speculative. Irreplaceable wilderness and wildlife values 
are present and real. Oil and gas exploration and 
development would destroy the wilderness resource and 
critical habitat for wilderness wildlife. 


Wilderness status for the area would exclude 631 acres 
because of possible mineral conflicts and ORV use associated 
with grazing and hunting. 
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Statement of Clifton R. Merritt 
Executive Director, American Wilderness Alliance 
for the Public Hearing of the Bureau of Land Management 
on March 10, 1986, in Denver, Colorado 
regarding the Little Snake Draft Resource Management Plan 
and Wilderness Area Recommendations 


I am Clifton Merritt, Executive Director of the American 
Wilderness Alliance. 


The American Wilderness Alliance is a Colorado-based national 
non-profit organization dedicated to the conservation and 
proper use of the nation's decreasing publicly owned 
wildlands, wildlife habitat and free-flowing rivers. 


We have members throughout the United States, including in 
Colorado. Many of our Colorado members have used and enjoyed 
the wildlands and the Yampa River in the Little Snake 
Resource Area for wilderness horseback trips, hunting, 
camping and sightseeing. They have made much use of the 
Yampa River in this area for canoeing, kayaking and rafting 
trips. I have visited the Resource Area,, its principal 
wilderness study areas, as well as the Yampa, and I am 
familiar with their characteristics and resources. 


We and our members are pleased that the Bureau of Land 
Management has recommended the 36,000 acre Diamond Breaks 
Wilderness Study Area for wilderness status. We strongly 
support this recommendation, 


As I stated in my March 8, 1985, letter to the Assistant Area 
Manager Glenn Sekavec, following my visit of the Resource 
area and participating in the BLM public meeting with the 
staff in Crag on March 5, Diamond Breaks generally is of high 
wilderness quality. Its scenic breaks and ridges running to 
the Yampa River and adjoining Browns Park Wildlife Refuge and 
Dinosaur National Monument would complement and supplement 
these outstanding natural attributes. As wilderness, Diamond 
Breaks would also contribute to the well-being of the 
important elk and deer herds, in addition to maintaining 
quality wilderness hunting for these species. 


However, we are very disappointed with other parts of the 
draft Plan as it pertains to wilderness, wildlife and the 
Yampa River. In regard to these valuable resources, we find 
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2. Wilderness status for West Cold Spring Mountain WSA, 
17,682 acres, This exceptional area in extreme northwestern 
Colorado is well qualified for wilderness designation under 
the Wilderness Act. It is the irreplaceable home of 
important herds of elk and bighorn sheep. Both of these 
species are wilderness-dependent. This means that if the 
area is developed, the herds of elk and bighorns will vanish. 
Elk, as well as deer, which are common in the area, provide 
hunters with quality wilderness hunting. The Colorado 
Division rates West Cold Springs WSA as one of its finest 
quality elk hunting areas on BLM lands in Colorado and 
desires to increase and manage this herd for trophy bull elk 
hunting. With elimination of livestock overgrazing, this 
outstanding area could carry an even larger elk population. 
However, livestock grazing per se is not in conflict with a 
wilderness designation. 


Again, oil and gas consideration is entirely speculative. 

But oil and gas exploration and development would destroy 
forever exisitng wilderness and wilderness-dependent wildlife 
values. 


3. Wild and scenic river study for the Yampa River from 
Dinosaur National Monument to Craig. The Yampa is the only 
free-flowing river left on the Colorado Plateau. Surely, it 
is in the public interest and not too much to ask to leave 
one river in this entire region without dams, diversions or 
other developments. Moreover, such development would alter 
and adversely impact riverflows of the Yampa, and thus its 
threatened and endangered fisheries, wildlife and other park 
values, in Dinosaur National Monument. 


Below Craig, the river is important canoeing water. This is 
a growing industry that benefits the Craig economy. Further 
downstream, the Yampa is noted for its exceptional kayaking, 
while the segment toward the monument is very popular for 
rafting. The American Wilderness Alliance annually sponsors 
river trips for its members and cooperators on this last- 
mentioned reach of the river and in the monument. Trip 
participants come from all over the United States. The river 
supports a substantial outfitting and guiding industry. 


We accordingly ask that the BLM recommend a wild and scenic 
study of the Yampa from the monument to Craig, and that the 
BLM review management of the entire river above the monument. 


We support designation of other WSAs as Outstanding Natural 
Areas, as proposed by the BLM. 


Finally, with about five million acres of public lands in 
northwestern Colorado (1.8 million acres in the Little Snake 
Resource Area alone), there should be ample country to allow 
reasonable oil and gas, as well as coal, and other mineral 


60 61 


exploration and development without invading and destroying 

the wilderness and wildlife values of the small Cross 

Mountain and West Cold Springs WSAs. No designated FORT LEWIS COLLEGE 
wilderness now exists in this entire region beyond the Flat 
Tops. Only the three aforementioned WSAs and part of 
Dinosaur provide opportunities to recommend and establish 


wilderness in the region for the use and enjoyment of the 
citizens of northern Colorado and many non-resident visitors. March 21, 1986 








OURANGO, COLORADO 81301 


If the Little Snake Resource Area officials truly believe in 
multiple-use management, which gives equal consideration to 
all natural resources, a firm wilderness recommendation from 
the BLM of some 67,000 acres for the three previously 
mentioned WSAs and a wild and scenic study recommendation for 
the Yampa River between Dinosaur National Monument and Craig 


are surely not too much to expect. They are the minimum--and William J. Pulford 

essential. Craig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 

We look forward to reviewing a final Plan much improved in 455 Emerson Street 

these respects. Craig, CO 681625 

Thank you for the opportunity to present these comments. Dear Mr. Pulford: 


I would like to echo the opposition I am sure you have received re your recommenda- 
tion that the Cross Moubreetn WSA not receive wilderness designation. 
Parsuntara 


Your action is short-sighted to say the least. I have visited this area many 
@t—Wtiwes, both on foot and by raft. The area is perfect for wilderness status - in 
terms of not being disturbed, the scenery, wildlife and recreational opportunities. 


I hope you will reconsider your recommendstion. 
Sincerely, 


ain ~. Katy 


hn M. Ritchey 
Professor of Chemistry 
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1329 East 11th Avenue #12 
Denver, Colorado 80218 


March 22, 1986 


Mr, William J, Pulford 
District Manager 

Craig District Office 

U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 


I am submitting these comments on the Draft Little Snake Resource 
Management Plan for the record and for your review and consider- 
ation. My views are based in part on four years of temporary 
employment with BLM in Utah and Colorado at Resource Area and 
State Office levels of the agency. During this time, I won a BLM 
Project EXCEL grant and a Special Achievement Award from Colorado's 
BLM State Director. 


I believe in BLM and the multiple use philosophy it espouses, but 

I also believe that wilderness is an integral component of the 
multiple use concept. I do not believe this latter position is 
embraced by BLM. Rather, I find two disturbing trends in BLM's 
official wilderness review process: 1) a failure to consider public 
comments in establishing wilderness areas, and 2) a preference 

of in-house administrative land use controls over legislatively 
implemented controls implied by Congressional wilderness designation, 


I view BLM's anti-wilderness bias as a statewide problem, rather 

than something confined merely to the Little Snake planning area, 

To support this argument, I evaluate below the BLM's San Juan/San 
Miguel RMP, prepared in 1984 for public lands in southwest Colorado, 
I will focus on BLM’s treatment of public comments and preference 

for administrative land use controls, I fear a similar trend is 

now afoot in the northwest corner of the state, as evidenced by BLM's 
Draft Little Snake RMP. 


In analysing the i124 written public comments submitted on the 
Draft San Juan/San Miguel RMP, of those that mentioned wilderness, 
a clear 2:1 majority called for increased wilderness acreage, 

This included a number of land owners in the vicinity of wilderness 
study areas, Specifically, 57 letters were pro-wilderness or 
supported the “resource conservation alternative," and 28 letters 
were anti-wilderness, supporting the “resource utilization alter- 
native," The remaining 39 letters did not identify wilderness as 
an issue. Supporters of increased wilderness acreage included 

the National Park Service (comment #106), the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (comment #112), and the Colorado Department of 
Natural Resources (comment #116), Public meetings held in Durango 
on June 25,1984 and in Cortes on June 26, 1984 were overwhelmingly 
in favor of increased wilderness designations, 
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Little Snake RMP Comments 
Page three 


Looking closer at Cross Mountain, BLM has proposed an “innovative” 
ACEC and special recreation management area, the aggregate of which 
closely approximates the WSA boundaries and acreage. As I under- 
stand it, the ACEC would be closed to mineral entry and the special 


63-1) recreation management area would be subject to "no surface occupancy”. 


stipulations, This being the case, would it not be wiser to 
designate Cross Mountain as suitable for wilderness? On the surface, 
such designation would create no greater development conflicts than 
BLM‘s “preferred alternative,” 


*Given BIM's past trends, however, it is doubtful the agency will 

reconsider its current management recommendations for Cross Mountain, 

Rather, BIM will likely "interpret" overwhelming pro-wilderness 

public comment as an endorsement of its administrative designations, 
Aen to its use of public comments two years ago in southwest 
colorado, 


But unlike a Congressional wilderness designation, the administrative 
withdrawal of Cross Mountain will neither protect nor enhance the 
area's fragile resources, When oil and gas development once again 
becomes profitable, or when water interests decide to build a dam 

in Cross Mountain Canyon, BLM will be pressured to remove the 
administrative protections, allowing leases on Cross Mountain to be 
developed or the dam to be built, BLM will remove the administrative 
protections with little public notice and certainly will not have 

to ask Congress for permission to do so, 

















And what of the West Cold Spring WSA? In its Wilderness Technical 
Supplement, BLM ranks three priority management issues; 1) wild- 
life, 2) recreation, and 3) livestock. Wilderness designation would 
enhance the first two primary uses, and would not prohibit the 
third, Although there may be a reduction of AUM's as a result of 
wilderness designation, this would likely increase rangeland vigor, 
thus benefiti wildlife and the remaining domestic stock, Of 
course, with 34% of the WSA under pending oil and gas lease, and 

27% currently leased for oil and gas, one wonders what the priority 
management issue really is for the West Cold Spring WSA? Could there 
be a “higher"use” not necessarily benefiting wildlife, recreation 

or livestock? 


63-1 


The following statements are found in the Wilderness Technical 
Supplement, suggesting perhaps, that BLM ignored its own analysis 
hen finding West Cold Spring unsuitable for wilderness designation, 


"Beaver Creek is unique in northwest Colorado because it 

is the only perennial stream with public access, that supports 
a cutthroat trout population. It is also a crucial habitat 
for bighorn sheep and the WSA is within a Colorado Division 
of Wildlife Quality Elk Management Area," 


@ 
oe 
0 
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Little Snake RMP Comments 63 
Page two 


The majority public view expressed dismay that only one of eight 
WSA's -~- the Dolores River Canyon -- was recommended by BLM as 
suitable for wilderness in the Draft RMP. Did public comment 
change anything? No, The Final San Juan/San Miguel RMP still 
proposed only a single wilderness unit for the southwest corner 

of Colorado, The remaining seven WSA‘s are not intended to receive 
Congressional scrutiny or wilderness designation, 


So how did BLM effectively deflect this public comment without 
creating the appearance of doing so? BIM promulgated a large 
number of “innovative” special emphasis and special management 
areas, all of which were administrative in nature, Hence the = 
Weber and Menefee Mountain WSA's, while declared unsuitable for 
wilderness by BLM, were subjected to “no surface occupancy” leasing 
stipulations and closed to off-road vehicles. Squaw, Papoose and 
Cross Canyons have also been designated as “no surface occupancy” 
leasing zones and closed to ORV's, ostensibly because of fragiie 
archaeological resources, However, they are also WSA's, albeit 
declared as unsuitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness 
Preservation System. 


The problem with such administrative withdrawals is that BLM can 
remove frotection stipulations and allow conflicting uses, simply 
by publishing notice in the little-read Federal Register. Such is 
not the case with designated wilderness, which can be established 
only by Congress, and within which, land use actions are strictly 
defined by law until Congress decides otherwise, And so far, 
Congress has shown aversion to returning established wilderness 

to multiple use, 


Herein lies BIM's fundamental opposition to wilderness -- the 
legislation establishing wilderness severely restricts the agency's 
control of public lands. Through “innovative” administrative 
withdrawals of WSA's (yet declaring them as unsuitable for official 
wilderness designation), BLM can placate many pro-wilderness 
advocates, yet keep all future management options within the hands 
of the agency, I strongly believe that BLM's strategy violates 

the intent of the 1964 Wilderness Act and the 1976 Federal Land 
Policy Management Act. 


Now we are witness to this same strategy in BLM's Draft Little 
Snake RMP, where once again, only one of eight wilderness study 
areas -- Diamond Breaks -- is recommended as suitable by the 
agency. Where is BLM's supposed professional impartiality? In 
its own Wilderness Technical Supplement, BIM states that West Cold 
Spring and Cross Mountain quailfy for wilderness on the key 
criterion of size, naturalness, and outstanding opportunities for 
primitive and unconfined recreation. Yet both are seen as unsuit- 
able for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System, 
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Little Snake RMP Comments 
Page four 


“Adverse impacts on diversity, geographic distribution, and 
providing wilderness opportunities within a day's drive of 
major metropolitan areas would also occur due to loss of 
wilderness values. These losses would be significant and 
irretrievable within the region because these ecosystems 
(pinyon-juniper woodland/sagebrush steppe) are not well 
represented Th the National Wilderness Preservation System," 


Given that a reasonable interpretation of BLM's draft planning 
document supports wilderness, the agency should reconsider its 
decision declaring West Cold Spring as unsuitable for wilderness, 


In summary, I believe that BLM is ignoring its own analysis of 

the Little Snake WSA's, and has unjustifiably declared Cross 
Mountain and West Cold Spring as unsuitable for wilderness. By 
BLM's own admission, these two areas more than meet objective 
wilderness criteria. But to redesignate these two areas as suitable 
for wilderness could result in an additional 28,000 acres where 
Congress, rather than BLM, would determine future land use actions, 
BLM's apparent “preferred alternative" is to manage its land 

without Congressional intervention. 


BLM has to change this unspoken philosophy of opposition to 
legislative controls of specific areas of public lands, BLM 
merely thwarts public will by declaring a WSA as unsuitable, and 
then proceeds to administratively protect the same area through 
“innovative” ACEC‘'s or withdrawals for recreational or wildlife 
purposes, BLM is at fault when it ignores pro-wilderness public 
comment, or "interprets" such comment as supporting its policy 
of administrative land actions, This strategy opens the agency 
to public criticism, and perhaps eventually, to the negative 
scrutiny of the Courts and the Congress, 


Sincerely, : 
Mallia lé - asad 


William R, Haase 
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William J. Pulford 

Craig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford, 


Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Little Snake 
Resource Management Plan, Although I now live in Wyoming, 
spent eight years in Colorado and have visited much of the 
Resource Area. 


Since leaving Colorado I have never written a letter to an 
agency about a land use plan - until now. After reviewing 
this one, I felt compelled to write because the plan is so 
clearly biased toward development. 


The most egregious decision you made was to recommend 
against wilderness for Cross Mountain. When I hiked through 
the area I had no doubt it was a superb wilderness. Of 
course that may be one man's opinion, but let's get serious 
- these decisions aren't objective decisions anyway. These 
decisions reflect personal biases. I'm not saying there is 
anything inherently wrong with this since we are all humans 
with our own individual prejudices, believes, and 
aspirations. I’m just saying we shouldn't kid ourselves as 
to the objectivity of wilderness decisions. 


Cross Mountain is an area which I believe the majority of 
Americans would agree has high wilderness qualities. Which 


64-1 | leads me tc wonder how many of the BLM employees in your 


65-1 


office have visited the area, Please provide me with a list 
of those people. Furthermore, of those people who have 
visited the area, how many of them personally feel it should 
be designated wilderness? Please give me a count. Be sure 
to involve everyone in this decision - from the clerks on 
up. 


As for the oil and gas resources in the area that's were my 
biases show. I happen to think that with almost 1.9 million 
acres of federal oil and gas acreage in the vicinity, 
setting aside 14,000 acres is a very reasonable request. I 
guess you don't feel the same way. 


Let me also make clear that administrative protections are 
not good enough. Such designations are generally used as an 
excuse to avoid a wilderness recommendation, There are 
cases where such designations are called for - but not in 
this area or any of the other WSAs in the Resource Area. If 
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3/14/85 
2212 Mapleton Ave 
Boulder, CO, 80302 


William J. Pulford 

Craig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO, 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford, 

It has come to my attention that the in the management plan for 
the Little Snake Resource Area, several prime areas were 
not recommended for wilderness protection. Of the areas excluded, 
the recommendation against Cross Mountain WSA suprised me the most. 
This area, adjecent to the. Yampa River is a jewel of the BIM 
landholdings in Colorado. Aside from it's undisputiable beauty, the 
area is an important refuge for bighorn sheep, antelope, elk, and 
mule deer, as well as a critical habitat for the endangered Colorado 
sguawfish, humpback chub and the threatened razorback sucker. The 
Yampa/Cross Mountain gorge also provides nesting habitat for bald 
eagles, and peregrine falcons. 


It seems to me that it is far more important to Colorado as a 
state known for it's spectular wild areas to preserve it's places of 
beauty and the wildlife therein, than to designate more lands for 
oil and gas leasing, especially in light of the fact that more than 
1,878,000 acres of BIM land are elready leased for oil and gas 
development in the near by vicintiy. 


I would also like to see the Yampa designated as a Wild and 
Scenic River under the 1968 Act. This river is one of the formost 


66-2iwhitewater kayaking runs in the state, and the economic advantage 


from river runners seeking these last few stretches will continue to 
grow long after any income from oil or gas leasing had expired. 


I urge you to reconsider your plans for Cross Mountian, Cold 
Springs Mt., Vale of Tears, and the other Dinosaur Adjecent areas. 
as well as the Yampa River, and have the foresight to support 
Colorado's renewable resources, the unparelled beauty of our state, 
rather than some short term, private intrest groups profit. 


Thank you for your time in considering thie comment. 


JOR 


a urie Thayer/ 
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ona] 222 truly want to protect an area then use the best tool you 

got - wilderness. 
I will let others more eloquently and more completely cover 
the other issues, but for the record I support wilderness 
recommendations for Cold Springs Mountain and the Dinosaur 
Adjacent Areas. I thank you for seeing your way clear to 
recommend Diamond Breaks for wilderness and for recommending 
protection status for Irish Canyon and Limestone Ridge. In 

ally Bere Little Yampa Canyon should be evaluated for its 
potential as a wild and scenic river and grazing impacts 
should be reduced immediately on areas that are in 

e4-3[ unsatisfactory condition. 


Thank you for reading this and I look forward to hearing 
your response. 


Sincerely yours, 


aay a Mktigff 


LA 
Larry Mehl 
1926 W. St 


Sheridan 82801 


7600 Arapahoe Ad. 
6 6 Suite 114 
Englewood, CO 80112 


Colorado 

River 

Outfitters 

Association 3/28/86 


William Pulford 

Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford, 


This letter is to express the concerns of the Colorado 
River Outfitters Association(CROA) on the Wilderness 
Technical Supplement to the Little Snake RMP. CROA is 
particularily interested in the WSA's around Dinosaur 
National Monument because of there potential effects on the 
rafting outfitters operating there. Cross Mtn WSA 
certainly qualifies for wilderness designation, This area 
had unique nature resource and recreational features. It 
is rafted during the lower water season of July-August. 

Why have you recomended against designation? There has 
been extensive exploration for oil and gas since the 1960's 
in this area and there are still no known reserves. This 
is a poor excuse for non-inclusion. This area is more 
threatened by development than many areas in the EIS. It 
needs wilderness protection. 

Diamond Breaks WSA both qualifies in terms of natural- 
ness the expansion of natural systems, It would add 
protection to nearby Lodore Canyon. 

CROA also disagrees with your assessment that Ant 
Hils, Peterson Draw, Teepee Draw and especially Vale of 
Tears WSA's lack outstanding wilderness values or add 
protection to the values of Dinosaur National Monument, 
Vale of Tears is used for side canyon hikes by commercial 
rafting groups because of it varied geology and historic 
past. This area has a greater diversity of geology (21 
formations by your count) and wildlife than any area you 
are considering, yet this is not enough in your judgement. 
It will especially add to the protection of the lower Vale 
of Tenrs watershed within DNM. We urge you to reconsider 
and seek wilderness status. 

CROA appreciates this opportunity to comment and would 
like to request these comments become part of the public 
record. 


ely 

Line 
at Tierney, 
BO onse 
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(2) 
March 28, 1986 
One day water will be one of our most valuable commodities, if Little Yampa Canyon 


has to be designated for something it should be for water developement first and 
RE: Little Snake Resource Management Plan 


Draft EIS 


foremost, Then, in the event the Juniper Dam is ever built, there would be all 
kinds of benefits; boating, fishing, wildlife habitat, energy, and irrigation, 


Yes, I am a landowner that will be affected, but I strongly believe that there 
This is a massive waste of taxpayer money and the only purpose it serves is to ; 

should be no more problems put in front of the Juniper Dam project than is 
add millions to the huge federal] deficit, 

necessary, This would be in the best interest for the needs of this entire 


community. 
It seems the people that pay for the use of the federal land are the ones that 


are penalized the most, ‘The fee paying public should not be diacriminated against, 
The Environmental Impact Statements and all the public input are all costs that 4 






Enviormental, wildlife, and recreation should all take a back seat 











relate to a higher cost that the consumer and taxpayer ul ti 


These areas of public lands should be Svallabie oe 





willing to pay their own way. 





I don't propose to exploit ‘and Sestrs b 
there needs to be a cost effective basis to enyioracnte,) ere 2 
For example, i? Were is coal to be mined whewe a ete abting, 
the area should not be cloned. to mining be ¥ 
adapt to another area. : ; . 









or wildlife for two reasons, One being that access is very Lint 
area's rough terrain, Two, boating would be the. primary recreat: 
end it is not restricted at thie time, : ; 









be cut because of Lies sa of wildiife, 





% 
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4 ae 
In the area of the Little Yampa Canyon there were no elk until 1973, In Chand ore Yop oy ney phy of Coss sea fawn m~te 
December of 1973, 16 elk came to the area, There was not a problem with hay ban areg of anti tenn sot See, 
damage from the elk at that time, By 1985 there were over 1500 elk in the recres tione ( fe? ten tre f, Oe aa) iia: sae 


Little Yampa Canyon area causing considerable damage to hay stacks and over— 785 “rp lance an k (ecserg ee even. A Pa 
Momtam WsA, uA, Conf v42 Gargue area Gal 
Saveot Loy. ~ lenne se ge ene Wien S artes Sarranl mn 
it be KS far ol nk 4 
Te Sare Lh t ae Mon barn get nck PET Aa 
con brrwe to get platy of use by Pe oy fa los &e 
Wise a Lao epass cp ere ce bere tart) Set eae atl ha 
y WL YOR, he avaee amr tulla rena tut fonction 
tl le Abr 7 
EF bebue Yat Yee conbmatrm of wilh, 
eke te water ml Ue Spec eles, pre loca % h 
fy Are Griss Mon tema Ws 4 ou avery & Jre ail on 
gas ALE NED Wimp OA Many Vette Wane CG ee 
as a CES Bure. uy ‘A TS ee Pape oe! rm few 
eeamen uy hin fhe Damnmck Canes ws FA for 
arenes’ not Aormny so fa Yee Cross an ten 
WSF AB on accep table < me, Lef Me ned ital, 
/ ler oe EN) Ga a Genchno fancks atvece + x* 
G Ss Maun tone at (eave. Ae Cres loa vem 
OSA «le dee bale messed rae ton. Fhe £ oe 


Soe, l, yeurs, 


Che Wl 


grazing of the area, The over abundance of wildlife in the Little Yampa 
Canyon has forced me to winter my livestock elsewhere because all the forage 


has been taken over by wildlife. 


This draft EIS, if implemented, would also dictate land use to private land. It 68-1 

threatens the freedom of choice to the individual and as a result this EIS goes W 
67-1 beyond the original intent of managing public land as mandated by the legislature, 

Managing public land is the BLN's Fesponsibi li ty which incl) 

minerals, forestry, ster but rot private 


ae 
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12660 East 2nd Ave. 


Aurora, CO 80011 


April 1, 1986 


Mr. William J. Pulford 
Craig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 


Dig and Dream Garden Club, Aurora, CO, supports wilderness 
designation for Cross Mountain wilderness and the 14,081 acres 
it encompasses. Cross Mountain, from an ecological standpoint, 
provides crucial habitat for many threatened and endangered 
ee wildlife species. The rationale to open the land for oil and gas 
Ww exploration ignores the world-wide oil glut. 
Therefore, we urge the Bureau of Land Management to preserve 
a priceless wilderness, Cross Mountain, as a legacy to Colorado 
to be enjoyed for generations. 


Very truly yours, 


fae 


Stella Marker 


Conservation Chair 
Dig and Dream Garden Club 


Colorado Federation of Garden Clubs, Inc. 
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MICHELE K. WHITAKER 
P- ©, BOX 673 
WHEAT RIDGE, COLORADO 8004 


Apel 3/7 


Dare Me. Pulved! 
LAM Weiting fo 
% Lequesr That yo UR 
71-1 Jeotet nant esi RE/ELO 


and shi < Lite 
Binyon He yl i 


Z wold also gees 7 
Sé—e BLU REViELtU 
NWESIOK GADE Codey, VC. Vtg 
71-2 AS AEE IN ee 
eonditt) - L teovld yes 
see a Guflack sr Geaeg, 
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April 4, 1986 


From: Francew i. Brown 
PU. Box 174 
iweeker, CO. 81647 


To: Wdllicn J. Pulford 
Craig Diotrict Ilianager 
Burequ of Land liianagement 
455 Emerson St. 
Craig, Colorado 87625 


Dear lin. Pulford: 

J sincerely hope that at thie date the B.Lelie's srzojected 
plan for Northwest Colorado, and, specifically, the Croce 
peeps Wilderness area, has been seriously re-considered 

and changes in your recommendations have been made, 


By Gm Gun eee Ve eat fully aware of the unique beauty and 
the diverceness in the wildlife, topograply and a wilderness 
experience quite unparalleled in this part of the Colorado- 
Wyoming corner = western coiner, 

fee Lor oil and yao from this particular rescive do very 
remote, Supplies of tiie fuel are, again, plentiful and cheaper; 
due to conservation and yood common sense. But now /mericane 
are already sli ining back into the attitude of “use it up - 
there's Lote more coming inj’ Conserving ite we is going to 
decome a Ldg joke. 


The Wilderness Society acknowledges, with gratitude, 
Bureau's recommendations for tie Jdamond Breaks and tie Aart 
Canijon areas. 


jtowever, was the Bureau established solely, in order to ex- 
plodt and develon the minerals in all the cublic lands, irresiec- 
tiveot the wilderness Act and t e administrative powers it was 
supposed to have in preserving important and inreplaceatle sec- 
tions of Wilderness? J tink not, We - you and J - ake alla 
part of this Land and guardians of whar can never Le replaced, 
Don't allow wiorittes to become totally scrambled in order to 
nate a more impressive report to a governnent that de paranodd 

dn nelation to energy, power und defense. 


Remember your commitment to a quality of life for future 
La ppsenetiin that only nature hae provided over these ailidones 
Of earee 


sdncerely, 


(lio. Frances J, Brown) 


vy wy (toe) 
5-50-56 
Dea th Publfrd, 
le 95 fu wm Be 
“Ale 4 jladlttia bed om 


M1 ae cuog Ton pres 


leo Hike b ace Cll 
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3/28/86 


William Pulford 

Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford, 


I am writing in regards to the BLM Wilderness Study 


Areas surrounding Dinosaur National Monument. I am upset 
that the BLM has eliminated Cross Mtn WSA from considera- 
tion for wilderness. I have rafted this canyon, hiked it 
and know first hand that it qualifies for wilderness. 

The only reason I can see that BLM has dropped it is 
because you have caved into pressure by water development 
interests who want to dam the Yampa in this area, Oil 
development conflicts are just a front you came up with 
to hide the real water development issue. Management 

of public lands requires a balanced approach, but it is 
obvious that you give more weight to water development 
than any other resource parameter. At least you could 

be honest with the public, 


I would like to these comments included in the 


public record. Thanks for this opportunity to comment. 


Sincerely, 


ae 


; 
! <<} 


Thokad Patrick 
504 S, Whitcomb 
Ft Collins, CO 80521 
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Page 2 


wer. With good multiple-use management we could find the answers to most problems 
and get full utility out of our public lands. 


5. Finally, | disagree with all of the studies and other expenses that are engaged in 
for information, that, In a lot of cases, is in error or irrelevant, or so basic it seems 
silly to keep bringing it up. Even after facts are established, no matter how simple, 
they are buried under a blizzard of words and paper. The more | read the two studies, 
the madder 1 get at the waste and uselessness of It all. 

| hope these comments will be helpful and of some use in the decisions that are made. 


Sincerely, 


ple Gln 
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District Manager BLM 
Craig District Office 
455 Emerson Street 
Craig, CO 81625 


Sirs: 


My name is Philip Ellgen, Box 25, Maybell, CO 81640 and | represent the Urie Ranch 
South of Maybell, using the Deception Creek allotment. 


WSA comment 


| agree with the BLM accessment. Cross Mt., West Cold Spring and the rest should not be 
made wilderness areas. | also think Diamond Breaks should not be a wilderness area. | 
have several reasons why | believe this, which | won't go Into. 


RMP/EIS 


1. For years I've been around the multiple use principle and | think it works fairly 
well, probably better than any other system that will be devised. Millions are be- 
ing spent on studies. Most of them, | believe, are unnecessary and wasteful. 


2. The Priority area designations seem to me to be unnecessary and an exercise In 
frutility. | went through the RMP/EIS and if the whole thing cost only ten thousand 
dollars, the tax payers got gypped. It Is a mass of error, confusion and disagreement 
that will keep the environmentalists, lawyers and bureaucrats, not to mention the users 
and everyone else, arguing and wasting public money and resources for generations to 
come. 


3. In the area of this ranch the BLM land Is in small to medium-sized parcels, dis- 
persed in the midst of deeded land. This creates many problems, too many to cover all 
of them here. Some can be lived with, others will always be a pain and some changes 
should be made. My solution would be to sell some of these parcels at the golng price 
of simular land or do some trading. Others would be expensive or impractical, like 
building fences and developing water. This ground in most cases is what wasn't taken 
up by homesteaders and is generally poorer land - the dryest, least accessable etc.. 


In regard to the wildlife, mostly antelope and deer, the departments concerned, do- 
gooders and tourist-hunters would like everyone to believe that this game spend their 
lives on this BLM land and never leave it. Believe me when | say they don't! They 
spend 95% of their lives where the water and better feed is - private land. We are 
accused of being subsidized in our use of BLM land. Would anyone like to have the e- 
quivalant of a band of 2000 sheep on their land eating their grass and drinking the 
ponds dry with no recourse, and then be expected to let everyone have free access to 
hunt, shoot up the windmills, cut fences, drive over gates, etc.? Due to drawings 
and poor management our herd of antelope is allowed to multiply beyond all reason, more 
than 1/3 are bucks that will never be harvested. Deer bucks are shot to near ex- 
tinction each fall. Two winters ago 2000+ antelope winter-killed on this ranch (what 
a waste), it helped us however temporarily, but due to available water and good living 
conditions they migrate in every fall and we now have over 1000 head again. 


4. As for the management of BLM lands, | believe It should be done by boards made up 
of local, elected, Interested parties and representatives of national interests. It's 
been proven to me many times that well-educated and good-intentioned, but inexperlenc- 
ed outsiders cannot manage these lands. When we get a good man, It isn't long until 
he is moved and we get inexperience and confusion again. | believe we soon won't be 
able to afford the system the way It's headed. More wilderness areas aren't the ans- 
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April 4, 1986 


Mr. W. J. Pulford 

Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson Street 

Graig, CO 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford, 

I'm writing to express my support for the designation of 
Cross Mountain, West Cold Springs Mountain, and the tracts ad- 
jacent to Dinosaur National Monument as wilderntss areas. 


76-1) I started this letter with the intention of giving you 8 


long list of reasons for my position, but I'm sure you've already’ 
heard (ad nauseam!) all of those reasons. I'm equally sure that 
I haven't heard all of BLM's reasons for ite recommendations in 
‘the Little Snake RMP. Your organization is at the focus of an 
intensifying storm of controversy over priorities for wild lands, 
and I'm sure that it's a most uncomfortable place to be. So, 
instead of arguing, let me express my appreciation for your work, 
and my gratitude for your willingness to be on the hot seat. 


Thanks, 





1700 W. Lake 


Fort Collins, €0 80521 
April 3, 1986 


Bureau of Land Management 
Craig District Office 
455 Emerson St. 

Craig, Co 81625 


Dear Sir: 


I am writing to express my support for the "preferred alternative” in 
the draft Resource Management Plan for the Little Snake Resource Area which 
proposes Special Management Area designation for the following four areas: 

Limestone Ridge 
Cross Mountain Canyon 
Irish Canyon 

Lookout Mountain 


It is gratifying to know that our land managers are making efforts to 
protect such scenic and biologically important areas while we still have the 
chance. The rare and unique flora in such locations need that type of pro- 
tection to survive and reproduce. 

Sincerely, 
Gary L. Thor 


Researcher, 
CSU Agronomy Dept. 
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PEAR MR PLLFOLO, 
I prot fob TO Recovsiper THe pRcISiaV 
Are MET TO DAKLUDE CROSS mopvmy AS 
WwW A WILDERNESS AREA, THE MoTIVES oF 
THE Bun ARE Wear ; DISTROY 4 
DEVELOP NO maATIE. WHAT ME cosT 
TO THE. Ovtvoce'’s psEX. xr Disronee 
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TYPKAL OF OTHER. Kitten RELommeaDA- 
“TIONS YOO WILL WAKE, AL CITIES ARE 


write To Ppbuc La~wos | 72%, On. Rote 


06 April 1986 7 7 


William J. Pulford 

Craig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson Street 
Craig,CO 81625 


Subject: Little Snake Resource Ares Resource Menagement P len 
Dear Mr. Pulford, 


Arreview of the Little Snake RMP clearly shows @ disproportionate emphasis on mineral extraction 
and resource exploitation. You have subverted the concept of multiple use. | do not see potential, let 
alone significant, oil, gas, and mineral value in Little Snake And | do see outstanding wilderness 
qualities for this area. 


While | commend BLM for recommending Diamond Breaks es suitable for wilderness designation, | 

jam distressed that BLM has not recommended the seven remaining wilderness study areas. | believe 

that these areas readily qualify es wilderness, and | do not believe that ‘recreation management area’ 
77-1 status provides adequate protection for them. | urge you to recommend West Cold Spring, Cross 

Mountain, Ant Hills, Chew Winter Camp, Peterson Draw, Tepee Draw and Vale of Tears as suitable 
W ior wilderness designation in the Little Snake RMP. 


Scenic, recreational, wildlife, and cultural values are found throughout these areas, while oil, gas, 
and mineral values appear of marginal consequence. Additionally, livestock grazing is an 
inappropriate activity for these eress due to the poor or unknown condition of the range. The 
wilderness values of these areas are irreplaceable and must be preser ved. 


You must also evaluate the wild and scenic attributes of the Little Yampa River between Craig and 

77-2 Maybell. Omission of this evaluation from the RMP is further indication that the document is 
nothing more than 8 bluprint for mineral development in northwest Colorado. | believe the Little 
Yamps is worthy of protection under the WI Id and Scenic Rivers Act. 


Finally, | urge you to reduce livestock grazing. Ninety-seven percent of federal lands in Little 
Snake are author ized for grazing in the RMP, while one third of the range is in poor condition and 

77-3 another third is in unknown condition. Livestock ranching is not a profitable enter pr ise In the arid 
regions of the West; the range cannot end never will support enough livestock. The carrying 
capacity for livestock on these lands has been measured inaccurately, resulting in severe erosion and 
water quality problems which are likely to persist under present RMP allocations, To sacrifice 
these lands for a handful of welfare ranchers is untenable. The last wild remnants of beautiful 
Colorado must be preserved and protected forever. 


| appreciate this opportunity to participate in the BLM commentary process. 


Sincerely, 


Tony Merten 
Box 261112, Lakewood, CO 60226-1112 


1030 Hemlock Way 79 


Broomfield, Colorado 80020 
April 8, 1986 


William J. Pulford 

Craig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


Dear Sir: 


e Bureau of Land Management's Resource Management Plan for 
the Little Snake Resource Area is, in toto a disappointment. 
The inclusion of Diamond Breaks, Irish Canyon, Limestone Ridge 
and a total of 91,000 acres for wilderness study is certainly a 
plus, but the exclusion of Cross Mountain, Cold Springs Mountain, 
the Dinosaur Adjacent Areas and the Little Yampa Canyon greatly 
diminishes the overall value of the plan. 


en one takes the long term perspective, the value of such 
ar el as Cross Mountain and Cold Springs Mountain for wildlife 
habitat, conservation of ecological diversity, and outdoor 
recreation far outweigh the immediate one-time value of potential 
mineral exploitation and the longer-term value of grazing. Frankly, 
{t is difficult to understand why an agency charged with the 
70-1) stewardship of so much public land fails to reach this Ce cebegs 
WwW especially when we are talking about less than 1% of the woray 
land area the plan covers. I believe you should revise the plan 
and include the areas mentioned above in your recommendation, 


This is the only chance we will have to protect these unique areas. 
Please show a little vision and do something present and future 
generations will thank you for. 


I appreciate the opportunity to comment on your Resource Management 
Plan. 


Sincerely, 
JocKueg. 


oseph J. Krieg 
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aAoril 6 
Mr, Willian: J. Pulfers 
ct Meneaer 
Land Management 


mereor Street 


Crate, Colorede @1e25 







Dear Mr Pulford 


SLM has made s serious mistake in not oronnsing wilderness 
designation for the Cress Mountain WSA ir the Littie Snake Sesource 
Manegement Pien. You ere the feders! agency in a nosttion te preserve this . 
country’s greatest quality, its “ilaness, and vet you ignore the opportunity 
te protect criticel habitet for pighern sheec, peregrine fsicen, golden and 
bald eagles snd in the Yamna itself, the Colorede squeaw fish and humpnack 
chub No one etse but tre U.S. Government hes the cawer te seve this eree 
wu should use this power wisely end thoughtfully There ere siready 
multion seres of federal oi] and gas land ‘n tne vi af 
Itai end the edditien of 14.600 more acres, esnecis! 
‘three most recent test wells drilled nave come un dru. te net w 
Ww destruction of such 8 biclog:cally impertart eres. i 


!em very dicapneinted that out of tne efant WSAs, only one was 
recommended for wilderness designetion. This seems to be totaliy 
contrary to the spirit of multinte use designation. Allowing areas to 
remain enen to enercy exploraticn insures that that those ereas wil} oe 
nitned for a wide variety of ectivities, beth commercial ang recreationel 




















nen the 


Fineity, the "recreation menegement eree® designation ie total} 
inadequate and does not live up te its title The past has snow thet t 
designation can be eesily revoked, leeving an eree “ide open to en 
development. inresiity it gives recreation ¢ very low priomty 












Thank you for cupporting Diamond Breaks WSA as s wilderness area but 
niesse nleases please reconsider the other seven recommenaations and 
krow that once the decision hes been made allowing develooment, these 
arees and treir wildlife will never fuliy recever. 





Sincerely, 


Maal hureVinan\ 


Nina Churchman 


Cpt @, 19786 
82 640s E. Homadin # Bc 

Demvern CO 80231 

Wilba J.P 

Cro Dustiut 

AAA ULB Lad Mhanagimort 

455 a ee 

Crag , CO 81625 
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April 3, 1986 


Dear Sirm 


After reviewing the Little Snake Resource Ares Management Plan 
and the Wilderness Technical Suppleaent, we are in complete digs- 

t with your decision of not recommending the Cross Mountain 
Fie: Study Area(WSA) for wildernees designation, The Yampa 
River is the last free flowing river in the whole Coloredo River 
dra: e. The Coloredo River system 1a one of the most controlled 
(damned) in the J.3.A, Even with the extensive flood control eya- 
tem, in 1983 flooding occured along the lower Colorado River because 
of the Bureau of Reclamation’s refusal to lower the reservoir’s 
levels until the last minute. Ye do not need another dam on the 
Yampa! Wilderness designation for the Cross Mountain WSA will help 
assure the Yanpa's future as a free flowing river. 


It is the BIM’s responsibility to protect the semi-arid lands 
61-1 | under its control. Livestock grasing in the seven WSA’s, which 
W were not recommended for wilderness protection, will only promote 
erosion and deterioration of the range. Overgrazing has already 
daaaged much of the range land in the Little Snake Resource Area. 
Why continue to destroy the range which iu necessary for both do- 
mestic stock and wildlifs. 


This is the last chance to set aside, for all generations, & 
very ares of HIM lands, We should not cater to special inter- 
est groups and their lobbies in the name of the almighty dollar. 

Ie less than 4% of the land managed by the BLM in the Little Snake 
Resource Area toc auch to ask for wilderness recreation? All eight 
WSA'n in the Resource Area should be recommended for wilderness 
designation. 


Sincerely, 


Robort end Thelma Tubbs Sr. 


Wrote Etter obi, 
Lebora Zithe 
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March 31, 1986 


Bureau of Land Management 
Craig District Office 
455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO 81625 


Subject: Comments on the Little Snake RM? and EIS 
Mr. Pulford: 
Atter reviewing the Little Snake RMP and EIS, I urge you to 


change the Perferred Alternative to the Natural Environment 
Alternative for the following reasons: 


W 1. The 90,887 acres suitable for wilderness in the Natural 


Environment Alternative represent only 7% of the 1.3 million 
acres that you manage. If any less than that amount is 
recommended it would constitute a discrimination against 

the wilderness resource. 


2. I support the reduced extraction of consumptive resources 
such as grazing, timber cutting, and minerals proposed in the 
Natural Environment Alternative. I am alarmed at the increase 
in air and water pollucion that is a result of the intensive 
resource extration from our public lands, The health of wild- 
life and humans is being threatened by this pollution and the 
most reasonable way to reduce this threat is by slowing down 
the extraction of resouces. 





1620 S® Clayton 
Denver, CO 80210 
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April 12, 1986 84 


William J. Pulford 

Creig District Menager 
Bareau of Land Management 
455 Evmerson St. 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulfords 


IT am not familiar with the northwestern part 6f Colorado included in 
the BUM Little Snake Resource Ares Resource Management Plan which would est= 
ablish management policy for minerals, grazing, wildlife and wilderness for 
the next 10 - 15 years. 


Proposals for Wilderness Status for Diamond Breaks, for Area of Critical 
afd Environmental Concern for Irish Canyon, and Research Natural Area for: Lime- 
stone Ridge are to be commended, 


Howsver,. from what I have read of the lands Aneluded in the Plan, I be- 
lieve protection of such other wild and scenic areas as Cross Mountain, Cold . 
Springs Mountain, five parcels of land edjacert to Dinasaur National Monument 
and Little Yampa Canyon are woefully inadequate. ‘ 


The Cross Mountain area should not be subjected to o4] and gas explore 
ation. Three dry wells have already been drilled there. The area is lese than 
one percent of the total 1,878,606 acres of federal oi] and gase lands in the 
vicinity. The Cross Mountain oi] and gus. potential is extremely questionable 
and no excuse for the destruction of this irrevlaceable wilderness. 


did Spring Mountain is precious for its wildlife, and the BLM analysis 
admits that its management plan for o1] and gas- and livestock would be dev- 
astating to the wildlife. — 


The five smal] areas adjacent to Dinasnur National Mommrent are of wild- 
erness quality and should naturally bw added as extensions of the Monunent 's 
boundaries. 


The National Park Service considers the Yampa River between Craig and 
Maybell to be worthy of Nationel Scenic River protection. Little Yampa Canyon 
should be er: Outstanding Natural Area instead of the site for Juniper Reser- 
voir which would ruin the Yampa River forever. 


Moreover, BUR acknowledges the problem of overgrazing on 1/3 of the lands 


4n its management srea, with another 1/3 in “condition unknown", yet 4t continw 


ues to allow overgrasine. 
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Ruth Caro! Cushman 
1401 Mariposa Avenue, Boulder, Colorado 80302 (303) 442-1636 


April 14, 1986 


William J. Pulford 

Craig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson St. 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 


We are writing to urge you to reconsider your recommendation against 
wilderness designation for the Cross Mountain Wilderness Study Area. 

The spectacular scenery plus prime wildlife habitat surely demand wilderness 
protection for Cross Mountain so we were horrofied to learn that BLM 

has only suggested a designation of "recreation management." Please don’t 
sell out the wilderness for the remote possibility of oil and gas reserves. 
Also, please include this letter as part of the hearingsvrecord, if possible. 


Sincerely, 


Rr Fhe. ee Ze Ws 


Dr. and Mrs. Glenn Cushman 
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Por these reasons, I believe thet the Bureau of Land Management should 
reconsider its recommendations for management of its lands in northwestern 
Colorade. The most valuable assets of this State - scenic beauty, wilderness 
and wildlife - are rapidly being destroyed. Unless we rreserve what is left, 
Cblorado’s national reputation as « natural haven will be gone and this will 
be just one more place of emog, congestion, roadeuts, erosion, dams, csondo- 
Riniwey, enoilbanks, abandoned trash - a wastelend. 

The naturel environment is not a passive web of resources to be exvloited 
to death. It is the mtrix of our existence. Our survival depends on it. Use 
it we must, but to destroy it is to ultimately destroy ourselves. 


Yours most sincerely, 


eenre yr Vereen 


1251 Country Club Drive 
Long's Peak Route 
Entes Park, Colorado 80517 
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susan i. hasprick 
Fel. box ¥ 
l.onument, CO €0132 


william J. bulford 
Craig vistrict i.anager 
455 emerson st. 

Craig, CO 81625 


vear sirt 


I understand that the Bureau of Land i.anagement has not 

recommended “ross l.ountain for wilderness pretection. I 

have heard of the beauty of the Yampa River in the dilderness 

otudy Area, and of the many species of wildlife (some of 

which are endangered), which are naturally supported by 

this habitat. 1 am an avid mountain climber who deeply 

appreciates and protects the natural environment when I am 

in the backwoods. 1 hope that you will reconsider including 
60-1 [Cross \.ountain in the draft Kesource i.anagement Flan. 


1 realize that this area may contain gas and oil which makes 
development desirable for business. ilowever, i believe 

that this area is geologically valuable, is protection for 
many wild animals, and is therefore a primary issue for 
conservationists. 


4 vote for wilderness protection for this area. ‘hank you 
for considering my opinion. 


Cordially, 


Asan Mh, Kageuth 


vusan |l.. hasprick 
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Sinceré ly, 


Gore ia Jabew~ 
ERIC JOHNSIS 
2137 GRE CIR W 
Houde, Co F502 


—— 
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423 1/2 N. Wisconsin 


Gunnison, CO 81230 BEE Tp, EIS 


William J. Pulford 

Craig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson St. 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 


Iam writing with regards to the draft EIS issued for 
Little Snake Resource Area. Iam extremely surprised Hie ibe 
Mountain Wilderness Study Area was not recommended for inclusion 
into the wilderness system. This area is by far one of the 
better examples of BLM wilderness. In 1977 I was involved with 
the University of Colorado Wilderness Study Group, and happened 
to work in the Little Snake Resource Area. Cross Mountain as a 
potential wilderness was and still is one of the shining stars. 
I urge you to reconsider your recommendation on this area. In 
addition, I commend you on your suitable recommendation for 
Diamond Breaks as wilderness. 

On another note, I agree with your proposed RNA and ACECs- 
Limestone Ridge and Cross Mountain, Irish Canyon, and Lookout 
Mountain, respectively. Additionally, I do contend that your 
preferred alternative should still consider a wilderness 
recommendation for the Cross Mountain area. In each Proposed RNA 
or ACEC there are either specific Plant species or plant 
associations that require protection. There are four other such 
areas that require protection; these are Ink Springs, G-Gap, 
Horse Drew, and Hell’s Canyon. Each have either important plant 
associations or specific Plant species (e.g., Penstemon 
vempaensis at the Ink Springs area) requiring partioular. care in 
management. In addition, Vermillion Bluffs, Ace in the Hole, and 
Vermillion Creek Falls should have stronger protection other than 
administrative mandates. 

There are many other management alternatives that can by 
addressed, yet I deem the above mentioned items as mos 
important. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 


Sincerely, 


Yaw 
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United States Department of the Interior 


NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
P.O. BOX 37127 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20013-7127 


Memorandum 


To: Colorado State Director, BLM 


From: Departmental Consulting Archeologist Pola 


Subject: Review of the Little Snake Resource Management Plan, BLM Craig District, 
co 


What it does 


This resource management plan is to provide "overall! mu!tiple-use objectives", decision- 
making criteria, and resource development priorities for the Little Snake Resource 
Area. It is to be used over the next ten years. The Little Snake area is in the northwest 
corner of Colorado and comprises about 1/12 of the state. The BLM holds 40% of the 
land and 74% of the mineral rights. 


Despite the generalized protestations, there are immediate plans for coal, oil, and gas 
development; logging; and grazing leases. In addition, there is a Draft Wilderness 
Technical Supplement for eight areas adjacent to Dinosaur NM and Browns Park NWR. 
Seven of these were opened to minerals exploration, and one was recommended for the 
NWPS. 


There are 1,538 cultural resource sites identified for approximately 3% of the Resource 
Area. Despite the acknowledged need for inventory surveys, the Plan specifically states 
that only ground-disturbing impacts will receive the minimum legal requisite attention, 
A prehistoric overview (from Class I sources) was completed for the Resource Area, but 
none of its results are incorporated into the management plan. The only categorization 
of cultural resources are three tables which list the types of archeological sites and 
artifact traditions in the Resource Area. No maps identify previous survey locations. 


There is no management plan. To the extent that impacts are identified in particular 
development projects, the BLM district will conduct CRM according to ER regulations. 
Under the preferred resource management alternative, the only environmental 
consequence identified was loss of cultural resources through designation of areas open 
to off-road vehicles. No provision to mitigate this damage is part of the plan, though 
these impacts are deemed unavoidable. 


How it does it 


Apparently there is an automated data base for the Resource Area, but it was only put to 
use to derive expected numbers of sites with gross arithmetic projections. Tens of 
thousands of sites are thus predicted, but the only discrimination as to habitable surface 
is to separate uplands from lowlands. None of this information is abstracted into useful 
presentations on historical contexts. There seems to be no awareness of the Secretary's 
Guidelines relative to the organization of information, description of the results of 
previous work for planning purposes, and integration of work into a systematic 
preservation effort. No priorities for treatments are established, and no planning 
responsibilities (other than general references to CRM programs) for agency personne) 


are defined, 
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April 16, 1986 


William J. Pulford 

Craig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson Street 
Craig, CO 81625 





Mr. Pulford, 

I am aware of many caves on Cross Mountain. They 
are a very fragile resouce, easily damaged by vandalisn, 
both intentional and by those uninformed about conserva- 
tion measures, 

At the February 1935 Cave Management Symposium in 
Salt Lake (attended by representatives of the BLM 
from New Mexico), some of the principles of management 
included keeping entrances at a distance from easy road 
access, The resultant cave visitors are more likely to 
have a memorable experience and treat the cave with 
respect if effort is expended arriving at the entrance, 
For Cross Mountain cave, maintaining remoteness would 
help select out visitors who are 111 prepared to enter 
@ cave sixteen stories straight down, and amazing as it 
may seem, unprepared to ascend back up over 150 feet of 
ropes. | ? 

The Wilderness Act was specifically formulated to 
protect premium areas including all the areas under 
consideration (Cold Springs Mountain, Diamond Breaks, 
Dinosaur adjacent areas, hopefully parts of Irish 
Canyon, and most certainly Cross Mountain). I would 


2-1 urge you to not lose sight of the long term stable 
W resource of recreation over consumptive uses which 
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permanently alter the land for ourselves and future 
generations, 

The enclosed copyrighted map is not intended for 
general distribution. It's purpose is to help document 
and protect the resources of the area, 


incerely, 


‘ s Lyle R. Moss, D,.O. 
LRM/su NSS 16233 R 
ces Editor, Rocky Mountain Caving 

Colorado Cave Survey 

Colorado Environmental Coaliation 


Enclosure 


1060 Orchard Avenue Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 242-9033 


93 


None of the development programs are discussed as CRM issues. Again, the plan simply 
presents assurances that individual projects will be in compliance. Areas designated for 
ORV use are repeatedly cited as the most significant locations for inevitable destruction 
lof sites. There are no plans for inventories of these areas, no plans for monitoring these 
impacts, and no guidance to managers for dealing with them as unavoidable. 


What it accomplishes 


The plan informs the district that there is a legal obligation to preserve cultural 
resources but does not provide guidance for dealing with sites on other than a project- 
Specific basis. (The BLM has recently produced planning process guidelines, and though 
these are probably too new to have been considered in the Little Snake Plan, they 
nevertheless adhere to the Secretary's Guidelines.) To this extent, the plan may have a 
negative impact on BLM planning because so little has been done to make use of what is 
already known about northwest Colorado. Given the vast area considered for } 
development, a survey of 3% of the surface is probably sufficient to have vstablished 
significant historical contexts which would permit setting priorities in gathering cultural 
resource data. (Since habitable areas were not distinguished from uninhabitable areas, 
the significant percentage of lands covered by surveys is likely to be much higher.) 


The only subdivisions in the Resource Area specifically evaluated for cultural resource 


potential were those considered for wilderness designation. All the information 
considered for these evaluations is listed below: 


Cultural resources in wilderness areas 





West Cold Spring: no survey; several prehistoric sites, | historic site known. 
Expected occupations--Paleolndian to UteShoshoni, historic use beginning 
in the early 1800s, 


Diamond Breaks: no survey; several prehistoric sites known and historic sites 
well-known from Browns Park NWR. Expected occupations--ibid. 


Cross Mountain: no survey; several prehistoric sites known. Expected 
occupations--Paleolndian to UteShoshoni. 


Ant Hills: cultural resources not evaluated. 
Chew Winter Camp: ibid. 

Peterson Draw: ibid. 

Tepee Draw: ibid. 

Vale of Tears: ibid. 


The Diamond Breaks area is to be the only one nominated for wilderness Status. The 
others will be open to development, and there is some provision for designating specific 
sites as natural preserves. 
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This resource management plan accomplishes very little. The BLM district appears 
committed to the more costly alternative of managing cultural resources on a project- 
by-project basis with the sole objective being legal compliance for each. This approach 
will not result in mitigation of the only consistently identified impact (i.e., designation 
for ORV use). Compounding this problem is the lack of a plan for integrating cultural 
resource information improve the district's ability to deal with unavoidable impacts. 
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96 April 20, 1986 


Little Snake Resource Area 


Bureau of Land Management 
Craig, Colorado 


Dear Sirs, 

After attending the Public Meeting at the Moffat County Courthouse and being that I'm 
a man of few words I thought I would also write this short letter since my presentation at 
the Public Meeting was let's say pretty short. I'ma native of Craig and except for a few 
years in Wyoming have lived out my 29 years here in Craig. About 3 years ago I started 
kayaking and I think my interest in Cross Mtn. and Juniper Canyon really got going and 
these two areas will be my main subjects I would like to concentrate on.I know like every- 
body else your really busy so I'll keep it short. 

First, I would really like to see a little thought in developing the Little Yampa and 
Juniper Canyon into a usable recreation area. The Little Yampa is a excellent section of 
the Yampa for canoes and fisherman or someone looking for a relaxing float. And Juniper is 
a excellent spot for rafts and kayakers. I and several local kayakers run Juniper Canyon 
many times during the spring months and drive down to a section of the canyon after work 
and play in the lower rapid until it's to dark too see,sounds great doesn't it? One of the 
biggest problems we have is acess into the canyon it's not so bad when we run the whole 
canyon but when we go to the lower rapid after work we have to use a private road (which 
we have permission to use) but it could be closed any time.I think Dave Cooper knows about 
this problem so if you need any details please see Dave. I think it's a great area and 
should be given a little more attention. 

Well now we came to the really jewel of jewels - Cross Mtn. Theres really not much to 
say here this area has all the qualifications for a Wilderness Area and should be designated 
one. I can't think of another area with such a varied number of wildlife and the canyon 
it'self is one of the most beautiful ever seen any were in the West. I mist admit the 
way it's been designated may work fi t will keep a big Oil Company from coming in here 
and tearing the hell out of it? They have no real stack in our community or way of life all 
there worried about is making a buck,hell with the enviorment! If this area was a Wilder- 
ness Area it would be saved from that kind of senseless destruction and be there for future 
igenerations. I guess I really want this area to be here just the way it is for my kids and 

nere kids. I really feel fortunate to live here and want to preserve our way of life to 


put it in a nutshell. 


Thanks for letting me put in my two-cents worth and for putting up with my typing. 


Sincerly, 
. SE . 
cel ae A be wate re 
P.S. Thanks for the Diamond Breaks Wilderness designation. - : 
Bd Talkington 
592 Stout St. 


Craig, Co 81625 
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Clay Johnson 

P.O. Box 31 
Jensen, UT 84035 
20 April, 1986 


William J. Pulford 

Craig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford; 


I commend you for recommending the Diamond Breaks area for 
Wilderness status, and for your administrative decision to manage 
Irish Canyon as an ACEC. 

The Brown's Park area, especially in Utah, is in danger of 
losing to creeping development the recreational, wildlife winter 
range, historic and natural values that make it so important to 
the nation, the state, and most importantly to those of us who 
have purposefully chosen this area in which to live specifically 
for such features as the Green River and the Brown's Park area. 
My feeling is that we need even more land in the Brown's Park 
area protected from the degradation inevitable with certain types 
of commercial exploitation. I work in an oil field service shop, 
so you should realize that I understand both sides of the coin 
when I take this stand. 

I strongly urge that you also support the inclusion of your 
Cross Mountain WSA and the small WSAs immediately adjacent to Dinosaur 
National Monument for Wilderness status. It is only too obvious 
to any thinking person that areas degraded from wilderness or 
natural status cannot ever fully return to their previous 
condition in terms of the scale of a human lifetime, but that in 
case of true national e any areas now declared wilderness 
could all too quickly be exploited for necessary purposes or 
WwW materials, Since the proposition is entirely one sided, it 

behooves us to retain as much land as humanly possible in the 
category that doesn't preclude future choices: Wilderness. 

I also feel the BLM should be taking a much more active role 
in supporting the interagency decision made nearly fifteen years 
ago to acquire Wild and Scenic Rivers status for the Green River 
from Flaming Gorge through Dinosaur National Monument. 


cc:BLM, Vernal Thank You, 


Ce 
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Mr. William Pulford 
April 14, 1986 
Page 2 


WILDERNESS 


There was a curious comment by District Manager Pulford in the 
Northwest Colorado Daily Press (March 18, 1986) that indicates an 
unfortunate perception of the wilderness resource and its relation to 
other resources within BLM. Mr. Pulford is quoted in reference to 
BLM’s wilderness recommendetion for Cross Mountain as saying that “We 
think we can do the things that the Colorado Environmental Coalition 
wants us to do, but we can hold it open for multiple use too." BLM is 
implying by this statement that wilderness somehow is not multiple-— 
use. Is BLM aware that Section 4 (a) (1) of the Wilderness Act 
specifi that wilderness is compatible with the purposes of the 
Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 19607 Is it not simply common 
sense that most of the uses identified in the Multiple-Use Sustained- 
Yield Act are compatible with, and frequently enhanced by, wilderness 
designation? Recreation, wildlife, and watershed protection all often 
benefit from wilderness designation, and livestock grazing is also not 
incompatible with wilderness. Only timber production is prohibited by 
wilderness. Would not BLM agree that wilderness obviously is 
compatible with the precepts of multiple-use? In contrast, livestock 
grazing, a resource frequently touted by BLM as a wonderful example of 
multiple-use, is much more of a resource lock-up as it destroys 
watersheds, competes with wildlife, and generally aggravates 
recreationists. If BLM wants to talk about single u designations, 
then let us talk about livestock grazing emphasis areas and not 
wilderness. 














CROSS _MOUNTAIN 


By now BLM is undoubtedly aware that many conservationists in 
Colorado consider Cross Mountain WSA to be one of the premier BLM 
wilderness candidates in Colorado. It bears repeating that Cross 
Mountain is unique among potential BLM wilderness lands in Colorado. 
Nowhere else is such a combination of endangered species, big game 
animals, diversity of recreational opportunities including such 
uncommon pursuits as kayaking and spelunking, spectacular scenery, and 
remarkable geologic landforms brought together in one place! BLM must 
consider Cross Mountain to be somewhat special since it was singled 
out for reproduction on the cover of the RMP/EIS document, presumeably 
representing the finest that the Little Snake Resource Area has to 
offer. 


Administrative Protections - BLM is offering archaic administrative 
protections for Cross Mountain in lieu of permanent protection through 
legislative designation as wilderness. Is BLM aware that the 
motivation for the Wilderness Act itself came from the failures of 
administrative protections? Does BLM know that in passing the 
Wilderness Act, Congress specifically acted to addr: the inability 
of administrative protections to preserve wilderness values in the 
longterm? Several examples should suffice to demonstrate this point. 
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Sierra Club 98 


Rocky Mountain Chapter 


2239 East Coifax, #211 Mark Pearson 
Denver, CO. 80206 P.O. Box 204 
(303) 321-8292 Grand Junction, CO 
..TO EXPLORE, ENJOY AND PRESERVE THE NATION'S 81502 
FORESTS, WATERS, WILDLIFE AND WILDERNESS 


April 14, 1986 


Mr. Bill Pulford 

Bureau of Land Management 
Craig District 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO 681625 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 


I am taking this opportunity to comment on the Little Snake 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement on behalf 
of the Rocky Mountain Chapter of the Sierra Club and the Colorado 
Environmental Coalition (formerly the Colorado Open Space Council). 
The Sierra Club is a national conservation organization with 7,000 
members in Colorado, many of whom are familiar with the public lands 
of the Little Snake Resource Area. The Colorado Environmental 
Coalition is a coalition of civic and environmental groups in 
Colorado, with a combined membership exceeding 38,0080. 


I have followed the Little Snake RMP from its inception in 1983, 
attending the first scoping meeting in Craig and commenting at every 
opportunity since that time. It is thus with dismay that I have read 
the Preferred Alternative of the RMP. BLM has largely ignored the 
many painstaking comments made by conservation groups throughout the 
course of the RMP’s development, and has produced a document heavily 
slanted toward commodity production such as coal, oil and gas, and 
livestock. 


The Preferred Alternative purports to be a "balancing of 
conflicts among all the resources" (DEIS at 2-61). It is anything but 
that. Resource conflicts have been decided in an apparent vacuum, 
with wilderness, wild rivers, and wildlife losing out to abundant 
mineral resources in decision after decision. That an area such as 
Cross Mountain, the epitome of BLM wilderness in Colorado, could be 
BSingled out by BLM for "balancing" of oil and gas resources against 
wilderness sources, in the abrence of any consideration by BLM of 
the relative scarcity of values involved and the millions of acres of 
other available oil and gas lands, is, quite frankly, appalling. 








What follows are comments by specific resource. The Sierra Club 
and the Colorado Environmental Coalition in general support the 
Natural Environment Alternative. 
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BLM offers to pursue a mineral withdrawal for Cross Mountain 
Canyon as an alternative to real protection through wilderness 
designation. An administrative withdrawal of the canyon from mineral 
entry, if actually approved, can @asily be revoked at the whim of the 
Director of the BLM. Recent history reveals the inadequacies of such 
adminstrative protection through withdrawal. In the last few years, 
BLM has revoked the withdrawals of many millions of acres of public 
lands, for many diverse purposes, without any public notification, 
without any environmental analysis of the consequences, and without 
any opportunity for public scrutiny of the action. Only because of a 
lawsuit filed by the National Wildlife Federation are the revocations 
being reviewed in a public forum, i.e., federal court. How can BLM 
claim an administrative protection such as an administrative mineral 
withdrawal is a suitable alternative to legislative withdrawal through 
wilderness designation? BLM’s track record does not support such an 
analysis. 





A second example is the wilderness protection stipulation of 
existing oil and gas leases within WSAs. BLM claims that it will 
allow only NSO leasing in Cross Mountain, so wilderness designation is 
not needed. BLM conveniently ignores in its reasoning the wilderness 
Protection stipulations on existing leases. As the Wilderness 
Technical Supplement (WTS) notes (4-24), the "wilderness protection 
stipulation on existing post-FLPMA oil and gas leases would be 
dropped" if Cross Mountain is not designated wilderness and BLM 
proceeds with its preferred management for the area. “If they (the 
leases) are developed, some 92 percent of the WSA would be open to oil 
and gas exploration and development with associated roads, facilities, 
and surface-disturbing activities" (WTS at 4-24). How can BLM claim 
that a preferred management approach which could result in development 
on 978 percent of the WSA offers protection comparable to wilderness 
designation? BLM may wish to gamble with irreplaceable wilderness 
resources in such a fashion, but the public deserves better. 


Yet another example of the inadequacy of administrative 
Protections occurs in the RMP/EIS. Under BLM’s preferred alternative 
(RMP at 2-69), most of Cross Mountain would be closed to ORV use, 
except for “permitted uses" uses such as mineral entry under the 1872 
Mining Law. This is a loophole through which one could drive a very 
large bulldozer. Since there are only four existing mining claims 
that might conceivably be developed after wilderness designation, it 
is obvious that wilderness offers substantially greater protection for 
the area. BLM, can you honestly claim that such a management scheme 
as you are proposing offers anywhere near the protection of 
legislative wilderness designation? 


The obvious, straight forward solution to this dilemma is simply 
for BLM to recommend Cross Mountain as suitable for wilderness 
designation. 


98-4 


Mr. William Pulford 98 


April 14, 1986 
Page 4 


Qil_and Gas_ "Conflicts" - BLM’s reasoning that Cross Mountain must be 
made available for oil and gas development in order to "balance" 
development in the Little Snake Resource Area against preservation of 
wilderness values is indefensible. Why does BLM believe that 
balancing of all competing uses on the 1.9 million acres of federal 
mineral estate in the Resource Area must take place within the 14,020 
acres of Cross Mountain? 


Section 202(c)(é&) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
requires BLM to "consider the relative scarcity of values involved and 
the availability of alternative means (including recycling) and sites 
for realization of those values” in the development of its land use 
Plans. BLM, how have you considered the relative scarcity of values 
involved in the case of Cross Mountain? There are no other wilderness 
sites comparable to Cross Mountain in the planning area; however, 
there are at least 1.8 million acres of federal oil and gas mineral 
estate, excluding WSAs, in the planning area. Many of these available 
mineral lands have much greater potential and known reserves that does 
Cross Mountain. No other wilderness candidates have the combination 
of wilderness values that Cross Mountain possesses. How has BLM 
considered the availability of alternative sites for realization of 
oil and gas development in its study of Cross Mountain? 


A very telling fact in the comparison of oil and gas needs versus 
wilderness needs in the Little Snake Resource Area is made obvious by 
the RMP/EIS (4-25). O@: _percent of the Resource Area is already 
leased for oil and gas opment. Zero acreage in the Resource Area 
has been set aside as wilderness, and Cross Mountain would amount to 


only 8.7 percent of the Resource Area if designated as wilderness. 





The supposed oil and gas reserves in Cross Mountain are extremely 
speculative at best. The WTS states time and time again that there is 
no substantive information on which to base a definitive finding of 
oil and gas potential, and certainly no supporting facts for a 
recommendation against, wilderness designation for Cross Mountain: 

“Due to an inadequate geologic data base, ... the energy and mineral 
resource potential of the eight WSAs is very difficult to assess in a 
technically substantive manner" (3-12); “any of these assumptions may 
well be grossly incorrect" (A-24); “the estimates may be grossly in 
error" (A-24)5 “these following estimates (assumptions) certainly 
represent no more than extremely generalized efforts" (A-24). 


Compared to the "inadequate", "grossly in error”, and "extremely 
generalized" information regarding potential oil and gas resources, 
there is well-substantiated documentation of the superlative 
wilderness values of Cross Mountain in the form of confirmed sightings 
of endangered species, head counts of big game species, records of 
visitor use of the abundant and varied recreational opportunities, 
recorded cultural sites, and obviously scenic panoramas. BLM, where 
is the balancing of resources in your interpretation and analysis of 
this available information? 
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The draw south of Marshall Draw was similarly dropped due to 
alledged lack of outstanding solitude. This is rather spurious 
reasoning. This draw is over three miles in length, is surrounded by 
slopes with impressive rock outcrops, is awash with wildflowers in 
spring and summer, and is visited by nary a soul. BLM should grasp 


this opportunity to correct its past errors on the western boundary of 
Diamond Breaks. 


What has BLM done about the illegal range projects constructed in 
1983 and 1984 at Julian Spring and Hoy Flat Spring in violation of the 
Interim Management Policy for Wilderness Study Areas? As of April 11, 
1986, the Vernal District of BLM had still not taken any corrective 
action to reclaim the damage caused by its previous mismanagement of 
Diamond Breaks. The Vernal District has made no effort to reclaim the 
bladed ways, has made no effort to reclaim the impacted areas around 
the spring developments, and has generally dragged its feet in living 
up to its responsibilities. The Vernal District claims that 
rehabilitation will be completed by September, 1999, as required by 
BLM in Colorado. Do you not think that Vernal had better start doing 
something if it intends to complete rehabilitation by 1989? 


BLM’s recommendation of non-wilderness suitability for West Cold 
Springs WSA is extremely disappointing. Instead of acting to offer 
maximum preservation of the precious wildlife habitat in the area, BLM 
is opening up the entire WSA to oil and gas development. 


Oil_and Gas - BLM has well documented the wildlife attributes of West 
Cold Springs. Unfortunately, BLM stopped at this point, and has 
failed to propose adequate protection for wildlife from the impacts 
which accompany oil and gas development. BLM’s preferred alternative 
will destroy the value for trophy elk hunting on at least 25 percent 
of the WSA which is slated for an emphasis on oil and gas development 
{WTS at 4-9). BLM’s preferred alternative also results in the maximum 
negative impacts to water resources (WTS at 4-11). It seems likely 
that the many tons of increased sediment that will be added to Beaver 
Creek will greatly degrade the value of this very uncommon trout 
fishery. Wilderness designation would not iead to these catastrophic 
results. 


How does BLM explain the leasing of a portion of West Cold 
Springs WSA as part of lease C-36577 in violation of the Congressional 
appropriations ban on mineral leasing in WSAsS? This lease has an 
issuance date of May 26, 1985, well after the January 1, 1983 date for 
no further leasing. 


Mr. William Pulford 98 
April 14, 1986 
Page 5 


BLM makes some claims in the RMP/EIS that Proprietary information 
held by companies indicates potential for oil and gas resources in 
Cross Mountain. If BLM intends to consign such a publicly owned 
wilderness gem as Cross Mountain to development, why does it not at 
98-3 least make public the damning information for all interested parties 
to review? Weighty decisions such as wilderness recommendations 


W deserve to be made in full view of the public, and not behind closed 
doors. 


Water Projects - BLM has properly noted that wilderness designation of 
Cross Mountain does not conflict with the once Proposed Cross Mountain 
Dam project. BLM might be interested to know that the 1985 Annual 
Report of the Colorado River Water Conservation District (CRWCD) no 
longer even lists the Cross Mountain Dam as a proposed project among 
their highly speculative list of intended projects. It is entirely 
appropriate that Cross Mountain Dam is no longer considered as 
potentially in conflict with wilderness designation. 





D 





OND BREAKS 


The Sierra Club and the Colorado Environmental Coalition support 
BLM’s preferred alternative which recommends wilderness designation 
for Diamond Breaks. BLM’s addition of the gently sloping lands 
between the existing WSA boundary and Brown’s Park National Wildlife 
Refuge greatly enhances the “completeness” of the proposed 
wilderness. Preservation within the National Wilderness Preservation 
System of an intact sample of the Green River floodplain and its 
adjacent watershed by this boundary addition is a tremendous benefit. 


There are other additions that should be made to the proposed 
Diamond Breaks Wilderness as well. Several errors in the original 
wilderness inventory resulted in lands adjacent to the WSA in Utah 
being eliminated from the WSA. It is quite peculiar that in the final 
intensive inventory decision of November, 1988, BLM made boundary 
adjustments precisely along the Colorado-Utah state line such that all 
lands to the west in Utah were dropped from the WSA while lands to the 
east (in Colorado) were retained. Does BLM have any explanation for 

28-4 this strange deletion? 


W The lands deleted in Utah include part of Pitt Draw and lands 
south of Marshall Draw. BLM deleted the southern slopes of Pitt Draw 
while keeping the northern slopes of Pitt Draw in the WSA. BLM‘s 
rationale was that the northern slopes of Pitt Draw are teep sloped 
draws ... that provide for outstanding opportunities for solitude” 
while on the southern slopes of the draw “opportunities for solitude 
were limited" (Fil November, 1988). BLM, do 
you not think it a strange that only half of a valley possesses 
solitude? How do you explain such odd reasoning? 
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Boundaries - The boundaries for West Cold Springs WSA are a history of 
errors, as are those for Diamond Breaks WSA. An example of BLM’s 
boundary mistakes was the deletion of the Beaver Creek drainage, which 
was added back to the WSA after a protest by conservation groups. BLM 
was never justified in deleting many thousands of acres of suitable 
land to the east of the Matt Trail in the original wilderness 
inventory either. BLM now admits that the Matt Trail is impassable to 
vehicles (WTS at 3-22), and is closed to vehicular traffic. Why was 

98-7} it used as the eastern boundary for the WSA in 1988? BLM should 

W further correct its previous error by recommending additional lands 
east of the Matt Trail for wilderness designation, including Limestone 
Ridge, and Big and Little Joe Basins. 





West Cold Springs. BLM has also failed to adequately protect the 
wilderness values of the area during the interim until Congress acts, 
as required by law and by BLM’s Interim Management Policy. BLM's 
reaction to the illegal Spitzie Draw water development, constructed 
within the WSA in 1983, is entirely inadequate. Is BLM in the 
Practice of turning a blind eye when ranchers illegally construct 
range projects, with no prior environmental review or public 

98-8 Participation? Were the conditions for reclamation of the Spitzie 

W Draw water development, as outlined in the September 29, 1983 
certified mail letter to Wright Dickinson from the Area Manager, ever 
enforced? Was the existing berm recontoured, as required? Was 
reseeding done as required? Has the Surface Reclamation Staff 
determined that compliance has been achieved? Why was not this 


rancher fined and told to obliterate the illegal structure within the 
WSA? 


Economics — In its discussion in the WTS of economic consequences of 
the alternatives for wilderness for West Cold Springs (4-15), BLM only 
considers the economic contributions of the oil and gas industry. Is 
BLM aware that recreation, specifically hunting and fishing, isa 

98-9} multi-billion dollar annual industry in Colorado? Why has BLM failed 

W to analyze the beneficial economic impacts of wilderness designation 
in the form of preserving and enhancing recreational activities, such 
as trophy elk hunting? This is a common failing in the analysis for 
all of the WSAs. 





The Sierra Club and Colorado Environmental Coalition support Vale 
of Tears as wilderness. We disagree with BLM’s contention that the 
area is not outstanding in and of itsel#. The 7,@@@ acres are 
extremely remote and isolated, which, when combined with the 
outstanding scenic beauty of the area, create an outstanding 
wilderness candidate. The area’s proximity to the Yampa River also 
greatly enhances its wilderness character, and sets it apart from the 
jother Dinosaur North Adjacent WSAs for that reason. 


<3 
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Because of its proximity to the Yampa River, and because of its 
position adjacent to the east end of Dinosaur National Monument, Vale 
of Tears would significantly add to the wilderness of the National 
Monument by offering protection to an additional segment of the Yampa 
River corridor. Designation of Vale of Tears will greatly enhance, by 
protecting the viewshed from the river, the wilderness experience of 
the many thousands of visitors who each year raft the Yampa, and 
launch their rafts immediately across from and upstream of the WSA. 


The WTS only makes mention of the National Park Service's 
position with respect to Ant Hills, Chew Winter Camp, and Peterson 
Draw WSAs (2-118). What is the NPS position concerning wilderness 
designation of Vale of Tears? 


The grazing emphasis proposed for Vale of Tears instead of 
wilderness is entirely inappropriate. What is the NPS position 
regarding BLM’s proposed 32 percent increase in livestock grazing 
immediately adjacent to the National Monument? Is the Monument 
boundary fenced along the WSA? How will BLM prevent livestock 
trespass into the Monument? 


How can BLM justify extensive range improvements, and estimate a 
38 percent increase in livestock forage, when BLM does not even know 
the existing condition of the ecological seral stage for the 
allotments in the WSA? According to BLM’s RMP/EIS, the ecological 
seral stage for allotments 4306 and 4389 is entirely undetermined, 
while the ecological seral stage for two-thirds of allotment 4308 is 
also undetermined (RMP at A6-10). The condition of the range in 
allotments 43086 and 4309 is similarly unknown. What is BLM’s 
justification for extensive livestock range projects in the form of 
spraying 5@@ acres, burning 1300 acres, and other assorted range 
projects when BLM can not even say in what condition the allotments 
are? How does BLM know that these projects are necessary? How does 
BLM justify an extensive increase in stocking rather than, for 
example, eliminating all grazing on the allotments, given BLM’s non- 
existent knowledge? 


What is the appropriateness of spraying directly adjacent to the 
National Monument? What are the potential impacts of such spraying on 
endangered species such as peregrine falcons? What are the impacts on 
rare plants and plant associations? Previous spraying programs have 
had detrimental impacts on nesting peregrines in the area, as BLM must 
know. 


The resource problems/conflicts listed in the RMP for the 
allotments in Vale of Tears are almost entirely water sources and 
fences. How does BLM’s proposed spraying and burning address these 
listed problems? 


The Sierra Club requests notification of the environmental 
review process for the EAs which will be prepared for the spraying 
Program in Vale of Tears, and intends to participate in development of 
the EAs through public commment, if BLM continues to pursue such a 
program. 
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recreational, geologic, fish, wildlife, and cultural values. As a 
consequence of the inventory, a Presidential Memorandum dated August 
2, 1979 was issued stating: 


“Each Federal agency with responsibility for administering public 
lands shall, as part of its ongoing land use planning and 
management activities and environmental review processes, make 

an assessment of whether the rivers identified in the Nationwide 
Inventory and which are on their lands are suitable for inclusion 
in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System." 


It is the regional policy of the Forest Service in Region 2 to conduct 
eligibility reports for each of the inventory rivers under Forest 
Service jurisdiction. For example, the White River Forest Plan 
evaluated the North and South Forks of the White River and the Crystal 
River. An eligibility report, as performed by the Forest Service, 
simply evaluates a river segment against the criteria for designation 
under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and if the river is determined 
to possess the requisite attributes, the Record of Decision for the 
Forest Plan includes a statement recommending a full-scale study of 
the appropriateness of wild and scenic designation of the river. 


The Colorado Environmental Coalition (formerly the Colorado Open 
Space Council), and by this reference the Sierra Club also, have on 
innumerable occasions requested that BLM include the issue of an 
eligibility report for the Yampa River in the Little Snake RMP/EIS. 
The issue was first raised with BLM at the Craig scoping meeting for 
the RMP on July 21, 1983. Written scoping comments of August 2, 1983 
repeated the issue. I personally raised the issue with Bob Haburchak 
and Carol MacDonald on February 24, 1984 at the Little Snake Resource 
Area office in Craig. Our comments on the Issues and Planning 
Criteria on April 16, 1984 repeated the issue. I again raised the 
issue with Carol MacDonald on October 29, 1984 and in letters to her 
on Gctober 30, 1984 and November 19, 1984. The issue was personally 
broached with BLM again at a meeting March 5, 1985 with BLM in Craig, 
and in a follow-up letter of March 16, 1985. Finally, during a BLM 
convened work group meeting on September 21, 1985, the issue was once 
again repeated to BLM. 


BLM'’s only response to the question of including this issue in 
the RMP has been to state that BLM has no policy to include 
eligibility reports in land use planning documents. Such a response 
evades the intent of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 
which requires agencies to include significant issues in an EIS unless 
they have been covered by prior environmental review (48 CFR 
1501.7(a)(3)). Furthermore, BLM’s planning regulations require BLM 
to "comply with the scoping process required by regulations 
implementing the National Environmental Policy Act" (43 CFR 1618.4- 
1). The potential eligibility of the Yampa River for Wild and Scenic 
designation has not been addressed in any prior environmental review. 
How does BLM explain its failure to adhere to the requirements of NEPA 
in preparing this RMP/EIS? 
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ANT_HILLS, CHEW WINTER CAMP, PETERSON DRAW 

BLM’s boundaries for the Ant Hills, Chew Winter Camp, and 
Peterson Draw WSAs are inaccurate. BLM has mistakenly split one 
contiguous unit of roadless public land into three separate units on 
the basis of mapping errors. There are no roads which Separate the 
area into three units. Specifically, there is no road, way, or any 
sort of vehicle trail down Big Joe Draw all the way to the Dinosaur 
National Monument boundary on the east side of Ant Hills WSA. The 
only road in the area climbs out of the draw about one mile north of 
the National Monument boundary, where the road proceeds due east and 
forms the northern boundary of Chew Winter Camp WSA. There is thus no 
Physical separation between Ant Hills WSA and Chew Winter Camp WSA. 


Similarly, there is no physical separation between Chew Winter 
Camp and Peterson Draw WSAs. The road which forms the northern and 
western boundaries of these areas drops into upper Five Springs Draw 
without ever dipping down south to meet the National Monument 
boundary. In fact, where BLM claims to separate the two WSAs, the 
road is cut into the side of a steep hillside and could not possibly 
head directly south to meet the Monument boundary. 


This is not a question of interpretation of vehicle tracks as a 
“way” or a "road". There simply do not exist any sort of vehicle 
paths between the three WSAs. It is therefore improper for BLM to 
consider any alternative for the three WSAs other than the combined 
WSAs alternative. Why does BLM continue to pretend that physical 
separations exist between the WSAs? 


BLM seems to conveniently be playing games with the lease 
issuance dates of oil and gas leases in Ant Hills and Chew Winter Camp 
WSAs. In BLM’s preliminary draft RMP/EIS, lease C-34238 had an 
issuance date of 1-1-8353, a date in violation of the Congressional 
appropriations ban on leasing within WSAs. Now, in this version of 
the RMP/EIS, the issuance date for lease C-34238 has suddenly become 
12-6-82. Why has the issuance date for the lease so conveniently 
changed from a violation of Congressional direction to compliance with 
the law? 


LITILE YAMPA/JUNIPER CANYON 


A major shortcoming of the Little Snake RMP/EIS is its failure to 
address the issue of the eligibility of the Yampa River for inclusion 
within the federal Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 


The Yampa River from the Williams Fork to Dinosaur National 
Monument was identified in the 1982 Nationwide Rivers Inventory of the 
National Park Service as possessing outstandingly remarkable scenic, 
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f As a further note, BLM apparently has been cooperating in the 
Wild and Scenic evaluation of the Kern River in California, the 
evaluation of which was not requested by Congress but was proposed by 


the National Park Service and the Forest Service. Why can BLM not do 
the same thing in Colorado? 


It has been a favorite publicity tool of BLM in the preparation 
of RMPs to claim that the public has a meaningful role in the 
development of the RMPs (as per BLM regulations) and that the RMPs are 
issue-driven by issues raised by the public. This obviously has not 
been the case with the Yampa River and the Little Snake RMP. BLM, how 
do you equate your public pronouncements of issue-driven RMPs with 
your avoidance of the Yampa River issue? 


The serious nature of BLM‘s failure to address the Yampa River's 
potential eligibility for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System is highlighted by actions proposed in BLM‘s Preferred 
Alternative which will destroy some of the oustandingly remarkable 
values of this Nationwide Inventory River. The RMP/EIS states: "Coal 
development, however, would destroy some of those values at the 
2 ern end of the Little Yampa Canyon" (4-63). It is astounding that 
BLM would condone the destruction of these river values without even 
making an effort to evaluate the river‘s eligibility before doing so. 
How does BLM rationalize this? 





The few efforts BLM has taken in the Preferred Alternative to 
protect the Yampa River through Little Yampa and Juniper Canyons are 
appreciated. The Special Recreation Management Area designation is a 
good first step toward recognition of the value of the Yamp. though 
designation as an Outstanding Natural Area, and ultimately as a Wild 
and Scenic River, would provide more meaningful protection. 





Designation of the Yampa River as a NSO leasing area for oil and 
gas is a positive step also. However, how much of the river corridor 
is already leased for oil and gas? 


Why is the proposed [les Mountain coal leasing tract 
grandfathered into the Preferred Alternative (RMP at 2-69)? The RMP 
is supposed to be the planning document which guides management 
direction for the entire Resource Are. A draft coal leasing document 
(Green River-Hams Fork II) should not supercede the more important 
Planning guidance for the entire Resource Area. The fact that Iles 
Mountain may severely degrade the oustandingly remarkable values of 
the Yampa River, without any analysis by BLM of such loss on the 
river's potential as a Wild and Scenic River, compounds the 
seriousness of BLM’s approach. 





The prohibition on new rights-of-way, mineral material sales, 
surface coal mining, and surface occupancy for underground coal mining 
within the river corridor is supported, as are the other protective 
aspects of BLM's proposed management for the river. 
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BLM’s analysis of livestock grazing and the recommendations 
contained in the Preferred Alternative are woefully inadequate. BLM 
i has whitewashed the severe environmental damage done by livestock to 
i date, and instead of implementing the reductions in stocking necessary 
98 to alleviate this serious situation, BLM has proposed to construct a 
“2Q) wish list of range projects provided by the livestock operators. 


; A major difficulty in reading the RMP/EIS is that BLM has failed 
to identify the range allotments on any map. The reader is thus 
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The RMP notes that the proposed range projects will have a major 
impact on ecological seral stages over both the short and long term (4— 
14). How will BLM determine if beneficial or deleterious impacts are 
occurring since BLM claims to have a miniscule amount of information 
on the ecological seral stages of its allotments (Appendix 6)? It is 
irresponsible of BLM to gamble thus with the public range resources. 


A particularly severe consequence of BLM’s proposed program is 
the impact of artifical seeding with non-native species (4-15). What 
will be the impact of introduced species on the examples of rare plant 





unable to locate the allotments, or to identify which allotment 98-24 communities and individual rare species which are scattered across the 
98-21 eee correspond to which ground in the Resource Area. The RMP Resource Area, and which have been proposed for Research Natural Area 
ae te MUCH More) UREAb Te document a de conter ned) such or ACEC protection? Will these non-native species spread rapidly 
SO ROC MASA Oty throughout the Resource Area? How will introduced species affect 
= Dinosaur National Monument, which has a legal mandate for preservation 
bY BLM states that reductions in allotments from 166,895 to 148,821 in its natural condition? Where in the RMP/EIS has BLM complied with 
AUMS will be made (RMP at 2-62), but only if further monitoring the CEG’s NEPA requirements for a worst case analysis of introducing 
hb stat aria Miele a at 4-18). BLM claims that it lacks non-native species? 
ata to demand the reductions immediately. Then, in a 
; startling contradiction, BLM proposes literally hundreds of range One of the most serious violations of NEPA and federal court 
| projects in 69 allotments, including at least 18,000 acres of rulings is BLM proposal to spray 10,754 acres with herbicides. What 
98-24 herbicide spraying (RMP at 2-64) on these very same allotments for herbicide does BLM intend to use? What actions does BLM intend to 
Wbep BLM claims to have insufficient information. BLM, how can you take to protect endangered plants and animals? What endangered 
an enavan information to embark on a massive campaign of mechanical species may be impacted by the proposed spraying program? Where is 
peer acataen eae 73 Ube ete an not have enough information to BLM‘s analysis of environmental consequences of such spraying? 
ns in stocking levels? 
a 4 Is BLM aware of several federal court rulings in the Ninth 
c iccording to the RMP, at least 37% of allotment acreage in the 98-25) Circuit Court which require the preparation of a programmatic EIS, 
Cerarene uraen in poor condition, while another 33% is in an unknown including a worst case analysis, prior to embarking on massive 
98-24 ion. SI ould not BLM take immediate action to begin corrective spraying campaigns? The Ninth Circuit Court decided in Save_Our 
action on the 37% of the range that is known to be in poor condition? Ecosystems_y. Clark, SOCATS_y. Watt, and NCAP_v. Block that federal 
\ agencies must prepare a worst case analysis of the impacts of using 
It would seem logical that range projects should only be herbicides on public lands. Where has BLM done such an analysis of 
poeta after necessary stocking reductions are made. The RMP’s using herbicides in its range program in the Little Snake Resource 
a LEE Ne SE ey Saas seem to indicate that stocking levels should Area? 
Adder eveatiee irst, and then heeded range improvements should be . 

; a erwards. It is apparent that BLM is simply bending over It is apparent that massive revisions are necessary in BLM‘’s 
backwards for the livestock operators in approving widespread range analysis of livestock grazing in the RMP/EIS before it complies with 
projects while deferring reductions in stocking levels. The RMP NEPA and federal court rulings. 
admits as much (4-2) when it states that "the projects proposed in 
Appendix 11 were determined by operator request." Obviously, the The Sierra Club, by this notice, requests to be informed of the 
Projects have little relation to the requirements for a healthy: Panne scoping process for every Environmental Assessment prepared for any 
and are simply the operators’ wish list. Given the abysmal record oF and every proposed range project in the Little Snake Resource Area. 
Benge Paceeanerts in the Little Snake Resource Area over the past 20 Notification should be sent to me at the above address. 

ears inui 
bret lla! @ continuing approach to range management is not 
| 
t 
| 
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Page 14 
MINERALS Resource Area should be identified. BLM has simply listed those 
sercues ald rabaats eee of intereat to hunters, and a few other 
or er 
The Preferred Alternative is out of balance in its recommendation epee mi Re ee iad : SPR RUE Cea MDa T AR SUS Nn Or acer ya SoUe anor 
to propose 638,800 acres as available for coal leasing. There is no an OC eE Eee e Ee peaai scoiog2 cal, nichel wt ch coule oe)yseces 
market for such a massive amount of coal. In fact, existing mines are 08-26 ecological h AeA ae mabe Tow SOee) BEAN LC LaOg Le OAOD Aon a Ne, 
closing right and left. The RMP states that 638,758 acres of coal Eat eed LE lilaniepanCarnras preety ifort examen lee gine List needa cave 
resources in the Resource Area are unleased (3-20). How does BLM For example, the Grand Junction RMP Treva diave ray eet 
98-2 justify making all of the unleased coal available for future coal and aonghinds in its list of key species apa tifa SG eke 
= leasing, particularly at a time of a depressed coal market? This is 4 
certainly a dramatically different approach than BLM takes with its 
scant wilderness resources, where BLM refuses to make available hardly CORRIDORS 
any of its wilderness resources for future use as wilderness. Does it 
| make any sense to make available public coal serves i d 
| manketeanee such leases will Renseine Recultere Car their hehe Pee eee Canon manera nna Can nener cul any cerned on aes 
cEvenet ail valde unsuitable for utilities, transmission lines, and other rights-of-way 
is Garda eae We agree that corridors number 18 and 19 (RMP at 2-24) 
: are unsuitable. 
The RMP‘’s identification of the Yampa River as unsuitable for 
coal leasing under the Alluvial Valley Floor criterion is supported SPECIAL 
‘ E - JT_AREAS 
We also endorse BLM‘s proposed buffer zone of one-half mile on either MenES SR oib 
side of the Yam as part of th MA. 
pa part o e SRI Be Rae disapointing phat BLM a30 not believe it appropriate to 
i A ection fo 
__DBil'a onevaided emphasis of of} and ges leasing with respect, to dled rebarfig's mice pen aie ohaboypeit atthe he 
other resources was discussed in our comments under Wilderness. It is of the Res A i i 
; : » The public benefit of offering the greatest 
rather academic to even talk about restricting oi1 and gas development enilavaliaute 7 id 3 
rotection available, through SMA designation, far outweighs thi 
when BLM has already leased 95 per cent of the Resource Area without f y ¥ : Viel iS 
d } insignificant decreases in potential outputs of commodities 
an adequate analysis ahead of time of multiple-use trade-off r i i ; 
Gavirarment all Coa CaGuane eas (HEMIGaR SLM BAe ane mig eleatng By Livestock production on the public lands accounts for only 2 per cent 
38,54@ acres to oil and gas leasing, as proposed by the Preferred a veMiece Sais eielerta Pee orciccnadn inh: aie oration 
= 2 = f a few more cows. 
Alternative, to be a "moderate" impact on the 1.9 million acres Pree pees hipaa 7. 
98-23 available for leasing? Thi i i - i 
prods pe keene Be Ha is is a miniscule 2 per cent of the Resource In particular, the Ink Springs and Vermillion Bluffs RNAs should 
Ade Pale ahah eee srepenpets ae nasi leased, to call 2 be included in BLM’s Preferred Alternative. While the ACEC 
BL xaggeration. designation for Irish Canyon is a start, more complete protection 
would be afforded Ink Springs by RNA designation. 
LANDS 
hoes ot ' eect of Vermillion Bluffs RNA would prevent a prescribed 
BLM et der CieVcetianioene - A urn under e Energy and Minerals Alternative (RMP at 4-21). Is this 
putchsualoclevchainariein eed Miho Werte ria teh ea peeat tg sane) prescribed Bure Proposed under the Preferred Alternative? What 
Alternative ds Weroartheuleck SU § is the impact of @ prescribed burn on the rare plant association for 
iateetwante PS bal olla ba hapa eid RSIS eee raked Segal ale the 9 which the area is proposed for designation? What is the impact of 
Servicer Ceeak iwi darrean si BLA acencolraoeate iectat P qecea 8-2 increasing forage, and thereby increasing livestock use? How can BLM 
encerehl shal llandaledsacensitarene! Natl SneiiE Gross nm in public justify the range projects to increase livestock use in this area 
- since BLM claims it lacks sufficient forage information to make 
reductions in stocking levels? It is really necessary to increase 
WILDLIFE livestock use at the expense of rare plant associations? 
BLM has designated its "Key Wildlife Species" in the RMP with th 
U e 
Ne arate (RMP at 3-43). The purpose of identifying key species, 
\gg-2 or indicator species, is to gauge the health of the various ecosystems 
on the public lands. Towards this end, species indicative of the 


health of riparian zones and the other various ecological zones in the 
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WILD MOUNTAIN 


BLM’s emphasis area prescription for Wild Mountain is entirely 
inappropriate. Wild Mountain, as its name implies, is adjacent to a 
remote corner of Dinosaur National Monument. Wild Mountain towers 
above the Jones Hole fish hatchery, and offers fabulous views of the 
National Monument from its ridgetop. BLM has applied an oil and gas 
emphasis prescription to Wild Mountain. Given its natural attributes, 
a prescription for recreation or wildlife would be much more 
appropriate. Why would BLM apply an oil and gas prescription? Wild 
Mountain is in one of the lowest interest areas for oil and gas in the 
Resource Area, and could only be considered to have moderate potential 
at best. Given its location amidst a fish hatchery, a wilderness 
area, and a national monument, a recreation or wildlife empha is 
better suited for the area. 





Sincerely, 


VA Boos 


Mark Pearson 
Chairman, Rocky Mountain Chapter, Sierra Club 
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Little Snake RMP Comments 
Page two 


Concerning Wilderness. 1 am pleased that Diamond Breaks drew rave reviews 
and that BLM has recommended it to Congress to be included in the Wilderness 
System. I do not need to repeat the credentials of Diamond Breaks since I 
agree with your recommendation. However, BLM has committed an error by not 
recommending Cold Springs Mountain WSA, Cross Mountain WSA, and the Dinosaur 
Adjacent Units WSAs( including Vale of Tears). These areas represent a small 
percentage of land in the Little Snake RA, so any conflicts with oi] and gas 
should be easily solved since a larger percentage of land is still available 


9Q-4j for such resource development. Each WSA is unique and imminently qualifies as 
Ww wilderness. I have visited each and every WSA in the Little Snake RA and feel 


each is worthy of wilderness protection--not just administrative protection. 
Administrations change and therefore, so does the protection to the area. I need 
not repeat in glowing terms all of the attributes of these WSAs. In fact, it 

is ironic that BLM has chosen a picture of Cross Mountain to grace the cover 

of its RMP, yet does not recommend Cross Mountain be fully protected--a protection 
brought about with wilderness designation. 


In regard to grazing, I feel poor management of lands is occuring in Little 


though 1/3 of the range is in unsatisfactory condition and 1/3 is in 
unknown condition. I am hoping stricter measures will be undertaken and 


of RA. It is unfathomable that BLM refuses to cut back on grazing even 
99 


included in the final RMP. 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Little Snake RA RMP. 
Sincerely, 


hang A. benméar— 


Shary] “Kinnear 
P.O. Box 204 
Grand Junction, CO. 81502 
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April 24, 1986 


William J, Pulford, District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 

Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Creig, Colorado 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 


Please accept my comments regarding the Little Snake Resource Area Resource 
Management Plan (RMP). I was unable to attend any of the hearings because 

of the long traveling distance. I have visited the Little Snake RA often, and 
have several topics to discuss concerning the RMP. 


To begin with, I have just finished reading the Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service (APHIS) Biological Assessment for the Mormon Cricket Control Program. 

This assessment states the pesticide spraying will occur in NW Colorado on 

public lands administered by the BLM. I have a couple of observations: 

1) APHIS lists bonytail chub as an endangered species of fish near extinction 
and that it is found in the lower portion of the Yampa River around Dinosaur 
National Park. Are these fish found in Little Snake RA? They are not included 
in the list of endangered species on page 3-47 of the RMP. I would urge the 
BLM to check into this matter and report in the final RMP their findings. 

2) The RMP doesn't seem to mention the Grasshopper and Mormon cricket 
control programs even though spraying occurs on BLM lands and has occured in this 
RA for years. Are you heavily involved with the administration of this program 
since it involves BLM lands? Why is no mention made in the RMP? I hope this 
error is remedied in the final version of the RMP, I would like to take this 
opportunity to urge the BLM and APHIS to use natural grasshopper/Mormon cricket 
Predators such as Nosema locustae and also Carbaryl/Nosema bran baits. This 
voule provide immediate and long-range contro] of the grasshoppers and Mormon 
crickets. 


I was pleased to see the recommendations of Irish Canyon as an Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern and Limestone Ridge as a Research Natural Area. As you 
well know, these areas are home to several] unique species of plants and 
deserve protection. 


I am concerned that 8LM fails to recognize the need for a wild and scenic river 
evaluation for the Yampa river between Craig and Maybel]l. The National Park 
Service has seen fit to identify its section as suitable for inclusion into 
the Wild and Scenic River System. Why has the BLM omitted this evaluation 
from its multiple-use, all resource encompassing RMP? I hope this topic also 
shall be included in the final RMP, 





CENTENNIAL GOLD CORPORATION 


April 24, 1986 


Mr. William J. Pulford 
District Manager 

Bureau of Land Management 
Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


Re: Little Snake Resource Management Plan and Envircnmental 
Impact Statement 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 


Thank you for furnishing me with a copy of the draft 
RMP/EIS. I appreciate the opportunity to review and comment upon 
the document. 


There are certain management actions described in the 
RMP/EIS upon which comment is needed. However, I believe it best 
to withhold such comments until I have the opportunity to review 
the data and factual information considered by the BLM in 
formulating the preferred alternative and various management 
actions. 


Chapter 2, "Management Guidance Common to All 
Alternatives", lists the compatible and excluded uses common to 
all alternatives considered by the BLM. An excluded use common 
to several of the management priority areas including Wildlife 
Habitat FMCAs, Soil and Water Resource FMCAs, Livestock Grazing, 
and Wildlife Habitat is that "lands would not be leased for other 
mineral development involving surface mining of federally owned 
minerals." 


Recognizing that the BLM always acts for the greater 
good of the public and never in an arbitrary or capricious 
manner, it is a foregone conclusion that the BLM must possess 
irrefutable evidence that justifies a complete ban of surface 
mining for Other Minerals within certain management priority 
areas, The RMP/EIS itself has a paucity of information regarding 
conflicts between surface mining and other uses and no where in 
the document have I found supporting evidence to justif'y the 
extremely harsh management action proposed by the BLM. 


P.O. B 1138 Craig, CO 81626/30 824-8294 
3acSocaen Beet PeienSPR OMNES UPROAR 
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Mr. William J. Pulford 
April 24, 1986 
Page Two 


Therefore, I would like to formally request that I be allowed to 
examine all factual information and data gather by the BLM that 
supports the BLM's conclusion that surface mining of any type, of 
any scale, for other minerals presents conflicts with the above 
uses that cannot be mitigated. 


After reviewing the BLM's long term studies and 
baseline data, I will be better able to comment on the RMP/EIS 
and the management actions presented therein. If convenient, I 
would ask that the data and factual information be made available 
at the earliest opportunity so that I may have time to review and 
digest the data and information prior to expiration of the 
comment period. 


One slight inconsistency that should be brought to your 
attention is that, although the BLM believes that surface mining 
for other minerals should be banned within. certain management 
priority areas, the BLM apparently approves of these same 
activities being conducted in Other Mineral priority areas. 
Logic would dictate that if these activities are totally 
incompatible with surface mining then they should be banned 
within Other Mineral priority areas. Given the fact that Other 
Mineral development was largely ignored in the RMP/EIS process, 
this inconsistency undoubtedly causes little concern within the 
BLM. 


Once again, I thank you for the opportunity to 
participate in the RMP/EIS process. 


Very tr yours, 

) Nis : 
Ges UE 
Garry L.) Miller Fi 


Administrative Manager 
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The Bureau of Mines has not, as yet, made mineral land assessments of any of 
the wilderness study in the resource area; field studies are scheduled 
for Diamond Breaks this summer and for Cross Mountain in FY 87, however. 


Assessment of mineral-related impacts (Plan, pp. 4-5 to 4-13) is quite 
detailed and thorough. As stated in the plan (p. 4-5), coal resources are 
so vast (5.8 billion tone in the Federal coal planning area alone) that the 
“acreage available under any alternative would meet present and projected 
coal demands." We believe, however, that substantial tonnages of surface- 
minable coal would not be recoverable in feund unsuitable for surface 
mining methods--which aggregate 242,300 acres in the preferred alternative-- 
ae a result of the unsuitability review, multiple land use decisions, and 
surface owner consultation. This cumulative loss of shallow Federal coal, 
which may include less costly and readily minable coal, is not described but 
should be discussed in the statement. The affected coal includes that portion 
of the 400 million tons (not 4 million as stated on p. 2-62) of coal in the 
242,300 acres that could not be mined by underground methods. 





We concur with the impact analysis for oil and gas. Under the preferred 
alternative, about 56% of the Federal oil and gas acreage would be available 
subject to standard stipulations and 36% would be subject to seasonal restric- 
tions which would not greatly affect oil and gas activities. As noted in the 
statement, about 8% of the area would be subject to more severe restrictions 
that would inhibit or preclude recovery of oil or gas; some of these areas 
have high potential for such resources. 


One point, regarding “critical habitat,” should be clarified. Apparently, 
the term is used in the documents in an informal manner, and not with the 
formal meaning as found in the Endangered Species Act of 1973 or 50 CFR. We 
are not aware that any critical habitat has been designated in northwestern 
Colorado (50 CFR 17.94 to 17,96). The term should be defined in the Glossary; 
perhaps another less formal term, such as key or crucial habitat should be 
jused instead. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 


2 
: a 
YAEL ton 
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United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF MINES 


P.O. ROX 259R6 
RUIN DENVER FEDERAL CENTER 
DENVER, COLORADO 8022 
Intermountain Field Operations Center 





April 23, 1986 


Memorandum 


To: District Manager, Craig District Office, U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management, 455 Emerson Street, Craig, Colorado 81625 


From: Chief, Intermountain Field Operations Center 


Subject: Review of draft environmental impact statement/resource management 
plan and wilderness technical supplement for Little Snake Resource 
Area, Colorado 


As you requested, Bureau of Mines personnel have reviewed the subject reports 
regarding proposed management of 2.4 million acres of Federal land and/or 
minerals, including eight wilderness study areas (WSA's)(90,887 acres), in 
northwest Colorado. Our comments pertain to the discussion of mineral 
resources and the assessment of impacts under the plan, 


Minerals are considered under the issue of “determination of suitability of 
certain areas for leasing and development” (Plan, p. 1-5, -6); in general, 
the planning criteria are designed to encourage development of Federal 
minerals. 


Mineral resources, activities, and potential of the resource area are described 
in considerable detail in the documents. As noted in the plan (pp. 3-16 to 
3-38), known resources of coal, oil and gas, uranium, and other minerals are 
substantial, and the potential for additional deposite of these and for other 
minerals is high. 


We note that coal potential (i.e., coal development potential, App. 1) is 
rated differently from the potential for all other minerals (App. 3). This 
difference is not apparent in the body of the report and may cause confusion, 
for example, in Table 3-4 where several “natural history areas” with known 
coal resources are rated “L” (Low) in mineral resource potential. The table 
ig, nevertheless, a valuable indication of mineral potential in those special 
management areas where mineral development is likely to be restricted. Inci- 
dentally, the heading “Base/Precious” should be centered over the "Metale” 
column in this table rather than over “Other.” 


ER 102 


‘ United States Department of the Interior 


FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
ENDANGERED SPECIES OFFICE 
551 25!, ROAD 
INDEPENDENCE PLAZA 


IN REPLY REFER TO: SUITE B-118 
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GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81505 
TEILEPHONE: 303-241-0563 


April 25, Laye 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: District Manager, Craig Nistrict, Bureau of Land Management, 
Craig, Colorado 


FROM: Project Leader, Endangered Spevies Office, U.S, Fish & Wildlife 
Service, Grand Junction, Colorado 


SUBJRCT; Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Little Snake 
Resource Arca 


We have reviewed the Draft Resource Management Plan (RMP) for the Little 
Snake Resource Area. As you are aware, the Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
requires the Federal action agency to consider possible impacts to proposed 
and listed species and their critical habitats and to determine if the 
proposed plan may affect such specios or habitat areas. Should the Bureau 
of Land Management (BLM) make a "may affect" determination, then formal 
consultation should be initiated. However, management proposals identified 
in the plan seem, at this time, too general to make a "may/may not affect” 
determination for any species with certainty. It is our suggestion that 
informa! consultation continue as specific actions are planned for the 
resource area rather than trving to make a blanket determination for the 
broad RMP. By consulting on a case-hy-mase basis on specific actions, we 
will know exactly what action is being considered and will have the 
advantage of the latest biological knowledge for the species involved. Your 
memorandum of October 29, [95 recognizes this obligation. 


It appears that the Coal Unsuitability Criteria have heen appropriately 
applied. It should be recognized however that desisnating areas 
"unsuitable" does not necessarily satisfy BIM’s obligations for the 


requirements of Section 7 of the ESA. As an example of what is meant. by 
"consulting on specific action", if it is determined that additional coal 
leasing actions proposed by BLM within the Little Snake Resource Arex "way 
affect" federally listed species, formal Section 7 consultation will he 
required. 


Specific Comments 


Page S-5, Table S-l: Throughout the document the issue 
"Threatened/Endangered, Candidate, and Colorado BLM Sensitive Plants" is 
evaluated. To be consistent, it would seem appropriate to give similar 
treatment to T&E animals. 


oo 





» 
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Page 2-14, right hand column, 5.: It should be remembered that any 
consultation under Section 7 must precede the Federal action. We also 
advise that prospective applicants be notified at the earliest possible time 
of the need to satisfy requirements of the ESA, where appropriate. 


Page 2-14, Table 2-1; Seasonal restrictions for bald eagles may result 
through formal consultation with the FWS. It is conceivable that dates 
recommended through consultation to protect bald eagles may be different 
than those included in this table. 


Page 3-43, Table 3-11: This table should reflect those species included 
in FWS memorandum dated October 16, 1985. 


Page 3-47, Table 3-13: This table should reflect those species included 
in FWS memorandum dated October 16, 1985. 


Page A 2-1]: BLM should clarify that the use of the word consultation 


102-3] in this appendix does not refer to consultation that may be required under 
the ESA. 


102-4 


Plant Issues 
Another candidate plant is known to occur in the Little Snake Resource Ares 
and does not appear in your text on P.3-40. It is Cirsuim ownbeyi which 
was collected about 14 airmiles west of Maybell, southeast bank of Yampa 
River, Cross Mountains, in crevices and talus of limestone cliffs. This is 
the only known Colorado location, the others being in northeastern Utah, 


We recommend that the eleven Special Management Areas (SMA's) for plants and 
wildlife be designated for their special values and/or pristine condition. 
These 23,315 acres are a very smal] part of BLM administered land on the 
Little Snake Resource Ares (less than 1%) but whose natural values are quite 
high. Also, we would like to work with your on identifying potential SMA’s 
for the Federal candidate T&E plants that occur in the Little Snake Resource 
Area. 


Should you require additional information, please contact John Anderson or 


Bob Leachman of this office, telephone 303-241-0563, FTS 322-0348, Thank 
you for your interest in conserving endangered species. 


Toho P beth 
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As a venscientirous member of the pu ble 


yeu are serveng, f ask you fe ce commend 


these areas fer Wilderness cesigraten* 
Cross Mountaca , Cold Spring Meantain, 
and trae five Small areas adyacent 
Dinosaur Nathemral Monument 

Meanwhte, 1 suppert the pretectirrn 
the BLA has dye retarded to Irish Canyen, 
as well 4s the Diamend Breaks wilderness 
revemmmendatton. But | hepe that areas 


which represent a Conflict of Mterests, 
lke the Greas 1 listed abeve, will receive 
a forr triek and not be sentenced t ade- 
Struchon fer a clotlar. Shela the BLM 
Insist on this Jordgement aga nst coilder- 
neos, the Peblic wri Surely re Coginze 


yrmr Flogrant bias. 


Smeerety, 


Susan G. Tucker 


PO Bey S14 
Crested Butte, Co Sia04 


103-1 
WwW Small areas will be enclangered (Ff they 


104-1 


7 - 87 


pest Wh, 198% 


Witham I Pulberd 103 
Crasg District Menage 
Bus cce of lang Merwagenierk 
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Dear mr. Pulferd= 
| have rec ently became cuvare of the 


BLM Wilderness recommendations Fer nerth- 


Western Coleraudo. Whale t. Suppert some of 


your decisions, | Feel that Cer teu areas 


have bees Consictev ed tn Fair ly ano / hope 


thal yoru wil look at them mere reasenably - 


The Greas 1! am snost cencernsd abcut 
comprise VEY small percentoge of the 
federal land avalable for ot, ges, mineral, 
and grazing Moteresty rm your cistrict. Yer 


the rich ecologscak Fesources Within these 


acre not ade prsately pretected — whieh means 
Aesignahon as Wilderness , Mothing (65. 


The €eelogsc et Akiversiby, Species habitats, 
ard recreahenal opportunites which wit be 
protected by Wwilderruss designator are truly 


tavalwable, wht the development petentint 
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4aly Evanston Ave N 
Seattle WA 98103 
April 4, 1986 


William J. Pulford 
Craig District Manager 
B.L.M. 

455 Emerson Street 
Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford and Staff: 
In response to the Little Snake Resource Area Management Plan: 


While living on Colorado's West Slope for 7 years, I visited 

2 of your Little Snake Wilderness Study Areas, along with a 
number of other West Slope WSA's. I commend recommendation of 
Diamond Breaks for Wilderness. My on-foot investigations 
showed much wildness, beauty , solitude, considerable wildlife, 
ruggedness and geologic features of interest. No where else 
have I ever heard sawwhet owls calls so clearly. I also 
remember spectacular quartzite ledges. 


I also enjoyed my on-foot tour of Cross Mountain WSA enormously. 
I feel strongly that you should reconsider your non-wilderness 
recommendation for this area, for no other designation offers 
the reliable protection of wilderness status. Cross Mountain 
scenery is definitely first class, both within and from above 
the Yampa Gorge. However, I was not prepared for the impressive 
grasslands well above the Gorge. I have not seen anything quite 
like them in my ramblings around Colorado since 1968. I might 
add that on this hike I took along a friend who is far more 
typical of mainstream Americans than myself, being a pleasantly 
overweight mother with 3 TV's, house and car mortgages and being 
politically conservative. While the walk was longer than my 
friend liked, she stopped complaining when she saw the antelope 
and found an eagle feather- She became most enthusiastic about 
her whole experience and the area. My point is that it is 
difficult to evaluate an area and create support without 
extensive field visits. I feel privileged to have seen first 
hand so much Public Land. If more Americans had the experiences 
I've had, there would be a clamor for wilderness protection. 

In the meantime I feel that B.L.M. should accept the observations 
of those who have been to the WSA's. 


For this reason I support the recommendations of my former 
Colorado colleagues who feel each Little Snake WSA would benefit 
the wilderness system by protecting wildlife or enhancing 
Dinosaur National Monument's boundaries. It is my view that 

the amount of acreage proposed for wilderness designation is a 
pittance compared to the acreage open to oil and gas and mineral 
exploration. 


iy 
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I also want to mention my concern about livestock grazing on 
Public Lands. The more I see and explore western public lands 
the more I am aware of the poor health of these lands. Not 
everyone can sense the damage that has been done, but it's 
there, I'm convinced. B.L.M. should not wait any longer to 
implement grazing reductions. 


I hope these comments are helpful in evaluating the public's 
experience on public lands. I feel I represent a large 
number of folks with non-vested financial interest in Public 
Lands. I look forward to following the planning process. 


Sincerely yours, 


Jeanne T. Hemphill 
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Roseer dD Beockwaus 
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Wittiam Pucfoeo 

BursAncgé Lanw MAnacéménT 
WSS Em€gson st 

CRM, co. 8162S 


DE4R Wiliam PULFORO: 
AS A foRmER uT4aH RESIOENT WHITEWATER 
BoaTee AND AWN OUTDOOR ENrHusiasT Im Am4zED THAT THE 
GLM Dio NOT INCLUOE Coss MouwNAn FoR FURTHER 
W\LOERNEsS sTuOyY. IT DonT Kuow wHhAaT cRiTEeiA 
Yiu use If Coss MouwnAy DoeEsnT EVEN Quality 
for FaeTHee STUDY. T woyin Atways LIME To BE ABLE 
To KAYAK THE YAmPA Ww ITS UNsSpoIceD AvO 
UNOEVELSPED STATE. 
ALTWOKU6H CROSS MounTiaAn MIGKT 
WAVE PoTEXTIAK ol AAO GAS REs €ev€s , THEZE ACE ove A 
MitticS ACRES OF AVAILABLE FEotea THAT SHoulo SE 
PEVELopEO FAST. THE MAWELAL KESOURCES Au fECEEATION ACH 
EColoticAL VALUES SHouLco BE CApEfully AnO CLE aely 
DEFINED AND (omPARED jy A WILOLENESS STuoY. THE CRoSS 
MountiaN pathy Cas AlLwhys BE cpergo If THE WICoFevEsS 
STuny IS NEGATIVE. PLEASE KECONSIOE@ Youk SHoeTs10€O 
OE Cisjo3 4NO ywCLuok Coss Meunnian 45 4 
Wit0eeness STuoy AEA. 


Simsc€ZeLy, 


"Rhea D Brechhaua 
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United States Department of the Interior 


JEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
RESTON, VA. 22092 


In Reply Refer To: 
WGS-Mail Stop 423 


Memorandum 


Tu: District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, 
Craig, Colorado 


From: Assistant Director for Engineering Geology 


Subject: Review of draft environmental statement for Little Snake Resource 
Management Plan, Moffat, Rio Blanco, and Routt Counties, Colorado 


We have reviewed the statement as requested in a letter included in the state- — 
ment dated February 1986. 


The statement should address sanitary facilities provided for public and 
staff on the resource management area and should assess the potential for 
related impacts from these facilities on ground-water and surface-water 
resources. If landfills or other types of solid-waste disposal facilities 
are permitted, the potential for ground-water impacts and mitigation measures 
should be discussed. The choice of sites for water-supply wells discussed 
on page Al0-1 of the statement should consider not only geology but also 

the potential for pollution or contamination from sources such as sanitary 
facilities and solid waste facilities or areas of cattle concentrations. 

The analysis of impacts from of] and gas development should address the 
potential for adverse effects on aquifers from disposal of saline formation 
waters. Effects of the surface mining of coal may include not only degrada- 
tion of ground-water quality, as discussed on page 4-38 of the statement, 
but also destruction and dewatering of some aquifers and lowering of ground~ 
water levels over sizeable areas; these effects should also be considered. 


Sp 
YQ doth 


\y James F. Devine 


Copy to: District Chief, WRD, Lakewood, Co 
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HENRY G. WRIGHT 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
P.O. BOX 2312 
1911 MAIN AVENUE 
DURANGO, COLORADO 8130) 


(303) 259-3202 


May 1 1986 


Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson St. 
Craig CO 81625 


Dear Sir/Madam: 


Thank you for the epporeuntey to comment upon the Resource 
Management plan for the Little Snake p.egion. 

First of all, I wisk to support the inclusion of Diamond 
Breaks into the wilderness system. This area has a tremendous 
amount of natural diversity, and contains mary opportunities for 
primitive recreation. The scenery is splendid, and is well 
worth protecting. 

I can not support your other decisions concerning wilderness. 
Most disturbing is the failure to include Cross Mountain. The 
terrain itself is spectacular, and it offers numerous opportun- 
ities for primitive recreation.What is especially irritating is 
that a herd of big horn sheep has been introduced at considerable 
expense, and the failure to include Cross Mountain as wilderness 
is bound to effect the survival of this herd. Both from the 
stand point of animal watching and hunting this herd is valuable 


107-1) to the region as a whole. Further, with the occassional outbreaks 


Ww 


of disease in the herds in the mountains, it is even more import- 
ant that this magnificent animal receive as much protection as 
possible, Basically, the only way to provide the protection is 
through congressional inclusion into the wilderness system. Short 
gern protection through the admininstrative process is just not 
nough. 
In examing the rationale for excluding Cross Mountain, I 

note that very little examinetion of the cultural resources has 


107-2 taken place. Since there is considerable orportunity for sites 


Ww 


within the WSA, I find it reprehensible that the BLM has failed 
to carefully examine the area. 

I also disagree with the BLM's failure to include West Cold 
Springs as a wilderness area. Again, a big horn sheer herd is at 
stake, and again, cultural resources have not been adequately 


107-2] surveyed. The area offers superb scenery and opportunites for 


107- 


primitive Resaenenen: 

I must admit that I do not have any first hand knowledge of 
the WSA's adjacent to Dinosaur Nati anal Moniaents However, $ cert- 
ainly disagree with the BDLIi's conclusion that the areas are too 

qj small. The purpose of these small sites are not as destinations, 
but rather to round out the already very extensive wilderness 
found at Dinosaur National Monument. This is especially important 
for the Vale of Tears site, which is very close to a major 
put in point for river use. 








10 


107 


I feel that Irish Canyon should have also been included as 
a WSA. This area has Frsct primitive scenery and opportunities 

107-g] for primitive recreation. Furthermore, there are some superb 

archaeological sites well worth protecting. 

W In addition to the wilderness areag, I believe that the 
Fest of the region should receive the protection found in the 
Natural Environment Alternative. The land is too valuable to 
Wastethrough overgrazing or careless forestry practices. 

Thank you for considering my input into your plan. Please 
inform me when the next administrative step ie been taken. 


Sincerely, 


Henry 
Attorney et Law 
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PRODUCING DEPARTMENT TEXACO 
DENVER EXPLORATION DIVIBION USA 


ooreeser cee 
P.O. BOX 2100 


May 1, 1986 mqe0| DTC BLVD. 
DENVER, CO 60237 
GOV 


FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 
BLM Little Snake Resource Area 
NW Colorado 


Mr. Duane Johnson 

Program Manager 

Little Snake Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


Dear Mr. Johnson: 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Little 
Snake Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement. Texaco has numerous operations in the Little Snake 
Resource Area and has been in or very near the area for some 60 
years, 


We are disturbed over a number of items in the Plan, but one of 
the very serious appears to be the lack of a tradeoff analysis to 
determine resource priorities. The Little Snake RA is an oil and 
gas province, and it should be known just exactly where oil and 
gas stand with the other resources. 


The concept of Federal Mineral Constraint Areas on split-estate 
lands is something new to us, and we imagine that there will be 
many challenges to your authority. We cannot find any identity 
of the areas involved. Once identified, an analysis of their 
resource potentials is necessary. 


There is a statement on Page 4-86 that is difficult to 
understand: “When it is necessary to close access to public lands 
for the development of federal resources, the loss of vublic 
access would be compensated for bv opening private lands held by 
the company developing the federal resources for public 
recreation."' How would the company developing federal resources 
obtain authority to open private lands for public recreation? 





109 


Mr. Duane Johnson 
May 1, 1986 
Page 2 


It is noted that the BLM plans to use NSO stipulations for oil 
and gas leases on certain SMA's containing rare vegetation. 


109-3 However, on these same SMA's where NSO stipulations are planned, 


livestock grazing will be permitted. This appears to be a 
paradox to us. What safeguards will be used for grazing that 
cannot be used for oil and gas operations? 


Very truly yours, 

TEXACO INC. —. 
eat. Gh y 
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G. M. 
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Salina, Kansas 
May 1, 1986 


Mr. William J. Pulford 
Craig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Sir: 


This is to express my thanks and appreciation to you 
for the recommendation for wilderness of the eight areas 
surrounding Dinosaur National Monument. These important 
areas will greatly enhance the Monument itself, and the 
proximity of all these areas should make it much easier 
to administer each as it should be. 


However, I would like to take issue with the omission 

of several key areas under consideration. The first 

of these is that of Cross Mountain. Surely, even on the 

grounds of pretection for threatened or endangered species 

--it is the temporary or permanent home of six of these-- 

it would merit special care in perpetuity. But with 

the additional values of its exceptional scenic qualities-- 

a thousand-foot gorge, uncharted caves, views of distant 
110-1 mountains, the Yampa River rapids and bighorn sheep-- 

W and also the possibility of cultural riches left by former 
inhabitants, this area seems obviously to encompass the 
overall values that would demand full wilderness designation. 
When these are set against the three dry holes recently 
drilled there for oil and gas, and against the fact that 
the entire area contains only one percent of the acreage 
for federal oil and gas in the vicinity, it seems quite 
unreasonable that the area would not have been included 
for designation, 


I would also like to put in a plea for inclusion of the 
five Dinosaur Adjacent Areas, especially Vale of Tears, 

an outstandingly lovely valley that serves as a boat launch 
for traveling on the Yampa. It doesn't seem too much 

to ask that such a small area could be included in the 
overall plan, and it would be a fitting addition. 


Once more, I'm very grateful that you have recommended 
the eight areas that you have for wilderness. I'm also 
hoping that you'll be able to add Cross Mountain and 

the Dinosaur Adjacent Areas--eapecially Vale of Tears-- 
in your final recommendation. The present overcrowding 
and increasing use of nearly all areas of American parks 
and wilderness are proof that future generations will 
thank us for pen teryees ae much of our beautiful and 
precious lands as possible, for their enjoyment and wonder 
ae well as ours. 


CHRIS SELTZ 
124 S HILLOALE ROAD Sincerely, 


SALINA KS 67401 Wiis Ske, 


cc. Colorado Environmental 
Coalition 


112 
“GRAND MESA BOAT WOoRKS< 


Traditional Sail and Pulling Boats 
Cafion Craft Canoes 


April 26, 1986 


BLM 
LSS Emerson St. 
Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Sir: 


About dus k, one night many years ago, four of us arrived with a little surplus 
aircraft life raft at the entrance to a dark and forbidding canyon. It was the 
right river we were sure, but the canyon didn't look like anytlace we belonged. 


As it turned out we were at the eastern entrance to Cross it. Cver the years the 
p lace hes grown to assume & somewhat sinister aspect in my mind, I tend to think 
of it as the entrance to the Underworld. 


I have often meant to get back ur there but have just never made it. I tnink tiat 
she area would make a wonderful addition to our wilderness. There is no doubt in 
my mind that in the long run--and that is the view we must take--the highest and 
best use for tte area is as wilderness. 


We already have plenty of cows and oil, and rlaces to throw beer cans,to last for 
the forseeable furture, In the event that the Republic lests. another few hundred 
years, marvelous places like Cross Mt, will be highly treasured. 

Sincerely, oa il 


dames W, Thaye r I] 





Box 75, Route 1, Collbran, Colorado 81624 
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STATE OF COLORADO 
“Richard D. Lamm, Governor 
OEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 


DIVISION OF WILDLIFE 


Jemes B. Ruch, Director 
6060 Broadway 

Denver, Colorado 80216 
Telephone: (303) 207-1102 


711 Independent Avenue 
Grand Junction, CO 81505 





Mr. Bill Pulford 
Page Two 
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April 29, 1986 


Though our comments are critical of the Little Snake RMP the Division of Wild- 
life is still willing to work with BLM to try to resolve conflicts in the Little 
Snake Resource Area. If monitoring indicates that grazing needs to be reauced 
we want to be assured that the public values 


he public lands are adequately 










considered. 
April 29, 1986 ee laps 
Mr. Bill Pulford Adee Ison 
Bureau of Land Management i 
455 Emerson Street Lie dt a Aipsind 
Craig, CO 81625 PDO: UM:ch 
Dear Bill: cc: Laurie Mathews 


Colorado Division of Wildlife biologists have reviewed the draft Little Snake 

Resource Management Plan, It appears to us that we have made very little progress 

since our first meeting on this issue. In earlier correspondence we requested that the 
1168-1] numbers issue be dropped. I fail to see that they serve any purpose in the draft 

since no cuts will be made until a monitoring plan has been completed. The RMP does 

not address any monitoring plan nor does it identify where funds might be available to 
118-2 do any intensive monitoring. Does this document which decides only to monitor meet 

the court order to analyze grazing? 


Since wildlife numbers and livestock AUMs are still such a big part of the RMP 
alternatives we feel that wildlife has been reduced disproportionally to livestock. 
For example even in the renewable resource alternative antelope numbers are proposed 

116-3) to be reduced and in no alternative are they increased. No reference is made to the 
fact that Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) has reduced antelope objectives twice 
in the last five years. In considering the preferred alternative after range improve- 
ment projects are factored in livestock ends up with a two percent cut from preference 
while wildlife averages over a ten percent cut. 


115-4| There is no discussion in the RMP of actual livestock use versus preference. We 
suspect that if the truth were known there is only enough production in most years 
to support actual use. 


We are confused by the livestock figures presented in table 2-35. They do not re- 
flect any numbers that we have discussed in the past nor are they the same as those 

116-Sj}in table S-1. Why are there two different tables with two different AUM levels for 
livestock? 


We are also confused by the economic values that are used in table 4-20 for deer, 
elk and antelope. The unit values presented there are a small fraction of the 

1168-6] actual values placed on them by the State of Colorado. We would appreciate some 
discussion of these values. 


DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, David H. Getches, Executive Director © WILDLIFE COMMISSION, Timothy W. Schultz, Chairman 
James T. Smith, Vice Chairman @ Richard Divelbies, Secretary ¢ Donaid A Fernandez, Member @ Rebecca L. Frank, Member 
Robert L. Freidenberger, Member © John Lay, Member © George VenDenBerg, Member 
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Sierra Club 118 


Rocky Mountain Chapler 
2239 East Colfax, #211 
Denver, CO. 80206 

(303) 321-8292 

“TO EXPLORE, ENJOY AND PRESERVE THE NATION'S 
FORESTS, WATERS, WILOLIFE AND WILDERNESS...” 






May 5, 1986 

William J. Pulford, District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 

Craia District Office 

455 Emerson St. 

Craig, CO, 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford; 


By this letter, I would like to offer two sets of comments on the Little Snake RMP/EIS 
one for myself, and the other for the Rocky Mountain Chapter of the Sierra Club. 

The Sierra Club comments are meant to supplement the much more extensive comments 

that, you have already recieved from our Chapter Chairman, Mark Pearson. 

Comments for the Rocky Mountain Chapter 





These comments will deal mostly with the issues of water quality and soils, issues which 
the RMP/EIS makes clear are very crucial ones for the Craig District in general, and 
the Little Snake RA in particular because of the nature of the soils and climate. 

1). I am alarmed at the fact that soil condition and water quality are projected to 
decline, at least in the near to mid-term in all the alternatives. Particularly 
troubling is the projected increased salt load from run-off and from irrigation 
return flows. I was not able to discover in the document any succinct statement of 
what tonnage of salt the Little Snake and associated drainages on the western 
part of the RA contribute to the total salt load of the upper Colorado River Basin, 
nor any even rough projections of what impacts the various alternatives might 
have on this figure. It seems to me important to develop such an estimate, given 


118-4] the critical importance of salinity in the Colorado and its economic consequences. 


Since the major thrust of this document seems to be the comparison of various 
renewable and non-renewable commodities with less tangible "outouts" like wilder- 
ness and wildlife (with the latter usually the loser), salinization is one area 
where economic comparisons can be made more concretely for purposes of economic 
tradeoffs. My suspicion is that were such a comparison made, then the small impacts 
of erosion control measures on grazing and oi1/gas operations would show erosion 
control to be the winner. 

2). Despite the above statement, the Preferred Alternative does seem to offer a number 
of mitigation measures designed to improve the condition of riparian zones and 
soils that can be supported as far as they go. The stream segments that are in 
particularly bad shape are identified, and concrete steps for improvement are 
outlined. However, in the PA, the BLM probably relies too much on monitoring 
studies to determine exactly what measures are to be implemented when. The problem 
with this is that it is very likely that BLM will never have enough money to do 
adequate monitoring of any of the resources that it manages. Therefore, the simplest 
approach consistent with actually doing something and with a constrained budget 


118-2] is @ prescriptive one,i.e. all cattle should be kept out of the riparian zones of 


concern at all times, whether or not additional water supplies can be paid for from 
BLM's budget. It is the the duty of BLM to protect streams more than it is its duty 
to provide water that the permittee should provide for himself. Similarly, all oi] 
and gas operations should be kept out of riparian zones and fragile soil areas 


printed on rreycled paper 
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I live in Craig and feel it would be very important 


117-1 


Ww to have Cross Mountain set aside as a winderness area. 


Sincerely, 
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altogether by NSO stipulations. If the o11/gas resource is sufficiently valuable 
then such stipulations are ndt a hindrance; if they are not yet that valuable, 

118-3] then BLM should wait until they are that valuable before leasing them, Clean 

Hl water is a continuing, highly important export whose value should not be de- 
graded for lesser resources. 

3). In a similar way to oil/gas and grazing, the BLM should prohibit, rather than 
just restrict ORV use in areas of highly erodible soils. Restrictions are both 

118-3 harder to enforce and harder for the public to understand. Outright closure is 
simpler for everyone, if the BLM does not have the manpower to meaningfully en- 
force restrictions. 

4). On p. 4-41 are outlined the various negative impacts of proposed forest harvests 
on water quality. Given the impacts described ( and the description appears 
to be accurate), and the likely negligible value of the timber (if our experience 

118-4 with most Forest Service timber sales in Colorado is any indication), it seems 
most reasonable for the BLM to forgo harvesting this timber altogether. 

5). The astonishing degree to which the BLM has relied on extrapolations of almost 
non-existent data on soi] and other environmental conditions in this document 
makes me fear for the implemation of the Preferred Alternative. When the inevitable 
disputes arise about whether such and such an activity should be permitted in 
an area, the agency will not be very able to support its actions legally. It seems 
to me critical that the BLM put a greater percentage of its meager resources into 
surveys of range and riparian habitat condition. 

6). In any discussion of alternative management scenarios, it is critical that one 
vital element, the agency's projected budget, be available to the reader. Neither 
the average citizen, nor, more importantly, members of Congress and their staffs 
who may read this document are given any idea whether the preferred alternative 
is only slightly more costly or simply "pie-in-the-sky" compared to Current 
Management. If the latter is true, then we can expect that the Current Management 
alternative will obtain, regardless of which one is formally chosen. All BLM 
plans that I have read are deficient in at least this one respect. 

7). On p. 4-34 and elsewhere, the statement is made that wilderness designation would 
have an adverse effect on soil and water quality because damage due to grazing 
could not. be mitigated by structural means! The logic is inverted. If the problem 

118-8 is over- or mis-grazing, then the solution is to reduce the allotment or direect 
the permittee to adopt more competent management, not blame wilderness for 

Ww crimping the usual costly remedies. 

8 Since the realities of the present Federal budget will likely result in a funding 
level comparable to the Current Management Alternative, how can BLM deal with 
some soils and water quality problems without spending a lot of money? The first 
thing, of course, is to reduce allotments and impose NSO stipulations on oi!,gas 
and mineral leases. On a more positive note, the BLM could begin experimenting 
on a small scale with different grazing strategies that seem to have promise in 
the sort of “brittle” range environments that occur in the Little Snake RA; I'm 
referring, inparticular to the methods espoused by the Holistic Resource Manage- 
ment organization with which I have passing familiarity. Secondly, as far as 
riparian habitat is concerned, BLM should look carefully and sympathetically 
at beaver introduction as a means of habitat restoration that requires relatively bi 
little manpower and money. Bruse Smith and his colleagues in the BLM in the 
Rock Springs District seem to have had some success at this in an area with 
climate and soils much like the Little Snake RA. 

To conclude this section, it is my opinion that the BLM has accurately enough described 

the general impacts of its alternatives on the environment. The bigger problems are less 

what needs to be done than what can be done with the money available and what policies 
will operate in allocating the monies. 


Personal Comments 


As one who is personally familiar with the Cross Mountain and Diamond Breaks WSA's, I 
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would like to praise the BLM's recommendation of the latter for wilderness (but with 
the restoration of the acreage in Utah), and condemn its non-wilderness recommendation 
for the former. Cross Mountain is undeniably a splendid wilderness candidate that will 
not be adequately protected by administrative means in the long run. The rationale 
offered for the Cross Mountain decision with its heavy emphasis on possible oi] and 
gas resources at a very deep level strikes me as very far-fetched, Of course, the 
deeper the resource (presuming that it exists), the greater the opportunity for slant 


118=-Gl drilling when (if) the price is ever right. In addition, the natural values of the 


West Cold Spring Mountain WSA and the Vale of Tears WSA are also accurately described 

Ww as substantial and deserve wilderness protection; a convincing case was not made for 
the importance of the supposed conflicts. Therefore, I believe that the BLM should re- 
verse its recommendations for these areas in the FEIS and Plan. 


I found it very hard to read this document and get a coherent story from it. Like most 
such plans, information is scattered about and disjointed and the language tends to 
be of the boiler-plate variety that discourages reading to begin with. One gets a poor 
feeling for the real decisions that the agency is faced with-the issue of funds. in 
particular, needs a more direct discussion. One smal] exception to the rule as far as 
readability is concerned is the section on the social setting, p-. 3-82-3-86. This | 
found to be interesting, even a little touching. 


Thank you for your attention to the above comments and concerns. 


Sinceyel 

Aide 
AA AL 
ngbam 


Kirk Cunni 
Conservation Chairman 
Rocky Mountain Chapter 
Home Address 

680 Tantra Dr, 
Boulder, CO, 80303 


P.S. Please put me one your mailing list for the Final 
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May 5, 1986 


Mr. William Pulford 
District Manager 

Bureau of Land Management 
Craig District Office 
455 Emerson St. 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Bill: 


I express my concern and that of the local farm and ranch community of the 
proposed Little Snake Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact State~ 
ment. Past BLM management plans have strongly advocated the multi-use concept 
of resource management; this plan does not. The Little Snake RMP discusses 
multi-use objectives and the sustained yield capacity of the resources, how- 
ever, I question the BLM's ability to maintain multiple use with the built-in 
inflexibilities and constraints of thie plan. The Bureau contends that future 
conflicts between resource users will be resolved in-house by taking into con- 
sideration the present staff's familiarity of the situation, common sense, and 
priority of land use. A primary concern is the long-range impacts of the RMP 
when the present staff is no longer in Craig and the common sense factor is no 
longer applicable because someone ie interpreting the RMP as gospel. Please 

120-1 quantify how future issues will be resolved while advocating the multiple~use 
concept. 


Secondly, the issue concerning the poor condition of native rangelands within 
the Little Snake Resource Area needs clarified. I have reviewed a variety of 
range inventories which were conducted by BLM Range Conservationists and find 
most rangelands to be in poor, low fair, or fair condition. I presume these 
same inventories were used in the RMP planning process. Most of the BLM 
inventories 1 reviewed were conducted during 1978-79 which were years preceded 
by significantly below-normal precipitation. My records show 1971, 1972, and 
1974 were years of below normal precipitation. There is no record (National 
Weather Service) of precipitation amounts from January, 1975, to May, 1977, 

120-2] however, personal communications with local farmers and ranchers confirm below 
normal precipitation amounts. Having conducted similar range condition inven- 
tories on BLM lands and adjacent privately-owned lands (when I worked with the 
Soil Conservation Service) in 1983-84, my inventories concluded most rangeland 
within the Little Snake Resource Area were in high fair, good, and in several 
cases, excellent condition on site-specific basis. At the other extreme, my 
Tange inventories were conducted preceding several years of above- normal pre- 
cipitation. 


cont. 
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YAMPA, COLORADO 
MAY 5, 1986 


MR. WILLIAM J. PULFORD 
CRAIG DISTRICT MANAGER 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
455 EMERSON 

®AIG, COLORADO 81625 


DEAR MR. PULFORD: 


I AM WRITING IN REGARD TO THE RELEASE OF THE BUREAU OF LAND 
MANAGEMENT'S LITTLE SNAKE AREA SESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN RELEASED 
THIS SPRING. I TAKE STRONG EXCEPTION TO THE BUREAU'S FAILURE TO 
RECOMMEND ALL OF THE WSA'S SURROUNDING DINOSAUR NATIONAL MONUMENT 
FOR WILDERNESS DESIGNATION. IT IS DIFFICULT FOR ME TO UNDERSTAND 
HOW THE BUREAU CAN CONCLUDE THAT MINING AND LIVESTOCK VALUES OF 
THE WSA'S TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER THEIR WILDERNESS VALUES. I UNDERSTAND 
THAT LESS THAN FIVE PERCENT OF THE FEDERAL OIL AND GAS ACREAGE IN 
THE VICINITY IS CONTAINED IN THE WSA'S. 


T AM FROM COLORADO, HAVE LIVED HERE MOST OF MY LIFE, AND 
HAVE VISITED MANY OF ITS WILDERNESS AREAS. NONE-THE-LESS, SOME OF 
MY MOST MEMORABLE "WILDERNESS" EXPERIENCES HAVE TAKEN PLACE IN 
EXTREME NORTHWESTERN COLORADO; IN THE AREA OF THE PROPOSED WILDERNESS 
STUDY AREAS. THE FEELING OF ISOLATION, PEACE, AND SOLITUDE 
ENJOYED THERE IS SIMPLY UNSURPASSED, IN MY EXPERIENCE. I HAVE, 
SEVERAL TIMES, ENJOYED ANTELOPE HUNTING IN NORTHWESTERN COLORADO. 
DUR@SG THESE HUNTS I HAVE WITNESSED SOME RARE VIEWS OF WILDLIFE; 
REMARKABLE NUMBERS OF EAGLES, DEER, ANTELOPE, ETC. ONE ONE OCCASION 
I WAS FORTUNATE ENOUGH TO BEE DEER, ANTELOPE, AND ELK ON THE SAME 
HILLSIDE AT THE SAME TIME. MY COMPANIONS AND 1 REMARKED THAT IT 
WAS SOMETHING THE LIKES OF WHICH HADN'T BEEN SEEN SINCE LEWIS AND 
CLARK. IT WAS A SINGULARLY UNIQUE EXPERIENCE IN MY LIFE. 


ON SUBSEQUENT VISITS TO THAT PART OF THE STATE, I HAVE BEEN 
ALARMED TO NOTE THAT THE GAME ANIMALS, THE ANTELOPE IN PARTICULAR, 
SEEM TO HAVE DECREASED DRASTICALLY IN NUMBERS. AND THOSE THAT REMAQN 
SEEM TO HAVE BECOME INCREASINGLY NERVOUS AND SKITTISH. 1 ATTRIBUTED 
THIS TO THE ACTIVITY OF SEISMIC CREWS ON THE VICINITY. ON SEVERAL 
OCCASIONS I WAS OBSERVING A GROUP OF ANTELOPE WHEN I HEARD THE 
EXPLOSIONS OF SEISMIC CREWS. THE HERDS OF ANTELOPE APPEARED TO PANIC; 
THEY BEGAN ACTING ALARMED AND BEGAN RUNNING AROUND AT RANDOM, WITH 
NO APPARENT PURPOSE TO THEIR MOVEMENTS. IT TOOK SOME TIME, A HALF 
HOUR OR MORE, FOR THEM TO CALM DOWN AND BEGIN FEEDING AGAIN. 


DUE TO THE AVAILABILITY OF SUBSTANTIAL ACREAGE IN NORTHWESTERN COLORADO 
FOR MINING AND LIVESTOCK, AND DUE TO THE TRULY UNIQUE NATURE OF THE 
PROPOSED WSA'S, PARGICULARILY THE CROSS MOUNTABN WSA, I WOULD HOPE 
THAT YOU, AND THE BUREAU, WOULD RECONSIDER YOUR DECISION, AND 
RECOMMEND ALL THE PROPOSED WSA'S SURROUNDING DINOSAUR NATIONAL MONUMENT 


FOR INCLUSION IN THE NATION'S WILDERNESS AREAS. 
VERY T unt 
Se OURS, 
Z, | ase saa aa 
THOMAS F. ae 
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Mr. William Pulford May 5, 1966 
Bureau of Land Management 


I would conclude that if range condition was determined from inventories con- 
ducted in years following below-normal precipitation, then the condition and 
trend of the associated native plant communities is as much a reflection of 


120-2 | adverse weather as it is livestock and/or wildlife use and is not representa 


tive of present range condition and trend. 
Sincerely, 
TRAPPER MINING INC. 


Milles CGgnuw— 


William Agnew 
Environmental Engineer 
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May 3, 1986 


Gentlemen: 
Constant assaults by the world of business into the wilderness have 
extremely deleterious effects upon humans: Certainly we like to drive cars 
“123-1 | and graze cattle, we want to USE the land for our benefit, but we must at 
some point stop and realize that the planet is finite, it's limited, and we 
WwW must set parts of it aside, permanently, as wilderness, to be untouched save 
for footprints. What will this world be like with no animals?) What will 
this world be like with no plants? Can you gentlemen see that there is 
little difference between whittling out wilderness areas down to nothing in 
the USA and the clear cutting of forests in the Amazon Basin? We are slowly 
choking this planet because we can't slow our consumption down. We've 
forgotten what safe yield really means. Please return wilderness 
designation to Cross Mountain: Please reduce the livestock grazing - its 
killing the west. Please help support wilderness for Coloradans and thank 
you for helping keep Irish Canyon and Diamond Breaks as wild. 


Sincerely, 


John Covell 


(This letter has been typed for reader clarity) 
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JOHN E. COVELL 
931 Grandview 
Boulder, Colorado 80302 


May 5 1906 
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To The Bureau Of Land Management 124 
4% Roy Jaekson Craig Offiee, 

We the undersigned Citasens with regard to possible slosure 

of the Sand Wash Area in Moffat County, We would like to see this 


entire Area remain open to the publie, Por off Road Use and 
Reereational purposes, Thank You; 
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othe Posens Of Lead temareeet 124 


We the undersigned Citesens with regard te possible elesure 

of the Sand Wash Area in Moffat County, We would like to see this 
eatire Area remain open to the publie, For off Road Use and 
Resreational purposes, Thank Yous 
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125 way 6, 1986 


Mr. Duane Johnson are 


the readers of this EIS. Too much is left unsaid as to the exact disposition 
of the animals involved. The projected impacts of development, as defined 
here, would indicate that drilling operations affect more wild animals than 

128-4] hunting. Temporary displacement is one thing; permanent herd loss is quite 
another. Some additional explanation is necessary to bring this section into 
perspective and to modify the inflammatory language. 


BLM indicates in the document that energy and mineral evaluations were con- 
ducted for the entire resource area (Appendix 3). However, a summation of the 
evaluations is provided only for areas proposed for special management. The 

125-6| public needs to have general information about the areas with moderate to high 
potential for recoverable oil and gas, and to know BLM carefully considered 
this potential in resolving conflicts and analyzing tradeoffs. 


Amoco doesn't believe new leases in recreation priority areas need NSO stipu- 

lations attached. Under the multiple-use management concept, both interim and 
125-6 long-term activities can coexist. Energy exploration does not destroy recrea- 

tion opportunity, and that implication should not be made in this document. 


We appreciate the effort that has gone into the preparation of this document, 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. 





Crais Co. 816257 
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Amoco Production Company 


Denver Region 
1670 Broadway 
P.0 Box 800 
Denver, Colorado 80201 
303 -830-4040 
Roberta Andersen 
Public Lands Coordinator 


May 6, 1986 


Mr. Duane Johnson 

Little Snake Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Duane: 


Amoco Production Company is a subsidiary of Amoco Corporation. Its Denver 
Region is charged with the responsibility for finding and producing oil and 
gas in the western United States. We are very interested in the Little Snake 
RA, and appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft Resource Management 
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. 


Perhaps the most important question which must be answered in the Final RMP is 
how to avoid overstepping federal authority on split-estate lands where the 
surface is private. It is extremely important that BLM not independently move 


125-1 to manage surface uses where the federal minerals are leased. The maintenance 


of private rights, including the right of a surface owner to contract indepen- 
dently with the mineral lessee, is critical both in principle and as a practi- 
cal matter. 


The Little Snake RA is a prolific producer of oil, gas, and other minerals. We 
hope that, as frequently as possible, energy exploration and development can 
be accomplished through performance standards and cooperative agreements. 


In Chapter 2, page 2-11, it would be helpful for BLM to explain the differ- 
ences between Research Natural Areas and Outstanding Natural Areas, especially 
with respect to oil and gas leasing. We note oil and gas leasing and develop- 
ment are compatible uses in RNAs and excluded uses in ONAs. In view of the 

125-2 temporary nature and environmental compatibility of oil and gas activity, it 
is our strong belief that leasing and development should be listed as compati- 
ble uses for both. 


It is also important, where oil and gas activity is restricted by avoidance 
stipulations near remnant vegetation associations, that grazing be regulated 
as well. If protection of these remnant vegetation associations is the manage- 

125-3 ment objective, it's certain that the only protective control that will work 
over the long term is grazing management for both wildlife and domestic 
livestock. 


The discussion of the effects of oil and gas development on wildlife Habitat 
125-4 (pp. 4-24, 4-25) is exaggerated, and could result in unjustified tension among 


DEPARTMENT OF GEOGRAPHY 
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN - MADISON 
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M383 Science Hall 
Madison, WI 53706 
608-262-2138 





May 2, 1986 


William J. Pulford 

District Manager-Craig District 
Bureau of Land Management 

455 Emerson St. 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford, 


I would like to comment on the Draft Little Snake Resource Management 
Plan. Please print my comments in your final RMP/EIS. 


In general, BLM is to be commended for a very thorough consideration of 
Special Management Areas. These areas, as you know, are of critical importance 
to science. I support designation of all 13 proposed areas. Other means, such 
as “avoidance stipulations" will not be adequate to perpetuate the irreplaceable 
scientific value of these sites. Particularly troublesome is, what must be, the 
inadvertent omission of Vermillion Creek RNA and Ace in the Hole Draw RNA from 
your Preferred Alternative. 


As you know, I have published several scientific papers on Colorado vegeta- 
tion, including one now in press (Great Basin Naturalist-1986) on the unique 
vegetation in the Little Snake Resource Area, and I was part of the Colorado 
Natural Heritage Inventory's 1983 inventory in the Resource Area, conducted under 
contract with the BLM. I have spent the last 10 years inventorying and evaluating 
the significance of natural vegetation in the western United States. 


BLM has made a serious oversight in excluding Vermillion Creek RNA and Ace 
in the Hole Draw RNA from designation. Your descriptions of the significance 
of these sites in Appendix 22 indicates they are the best remaining areas for 
plant associations that are "critically imperiled worldwide." These two very 
critical sites total only 480 acres, representing .04% of the Resource Area. 


Every successful corporation in America reinvests 6% or more of gross 
profits into research and development. The Preferred Alternative in the 
Draft RMP would dedicate only 2090 acres, or .12% of the Resource Area strictly 
for research. Designation of Vermillion Creek RNA and Ace in the Hole Draw RNA 
would increase this to only .16% of the Resource Area. Designated research 
sites would then include Ink Springs RNA, Limestone Ridge RNA, Vermillion Creek 
RNA, and Ace in the Hole Draw RNA. These four sites would adequately protect 
the most critically imperiled plant associations in the Resource Area. While 
additional SMA's would have research values, only Research Natural Areas provide 
the long-term guarantee of security necessary to perpetuate their scientific 
values. BLM has the opportunity to achieve this long-term protection by 
RNA designation at the cost of excluding commodity use on an area that amounts 
to a pittance of the Resource Area. 


Research conducted on Research Natural Areas has provided direct long-term 
benefit to commodity users in improvements in grazing methods, control of weeds 
and poisonous plants, and breeding stock for revegetation of mined lands. These 
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Baker comments - Little Snake Resource Area Draft RMP/EIS page 2 


small areas also perpetuate the genetic stock we need for breeding programs to 
improve forage quality, and the drought and insect resistance needed in our 
native range plants. 


I cannot emphasize too strongly that continuation of current management 
practices or application of "avoidance stipulations" would be inadequate to 
protect the scientific value of these four proposed RNA's, Scientific areas 
are needed where all human activities are excluded, whether good or bad. Good 
livestock management practices may maintain the forage on these sites, and 
"avoidance stipulations" may minimize the effects of road construction or mining, 
but sites are needed where none of these activities occur, if we are to be able 
to have a baseline research site for comparative studies. 


I believe the economic loss to commodity users would be rather small if 
all four sites were designated. But, I fully encourage BLM to compensate 
landowners and others affected by designation of SMA's by providing alternative 
forage and/or increased range improvements on other allotments, 


Considering the possible long-term benefits to all of us, and the relatively 
low cost, BLM cannot afford to pass up the opportunity to formally designate 
Ink Springs RNA, Limestone Ridge RNA, Vermillion Creek RNA, and Ace in the Hole 
RNA. I'm confident that BLM can designate these four critical sites without 
serious effect on commodity users, landowners, and residents, by providing 
creative alternatives. I encourage BLM to work with the Colorado Natural Areas 
Program and The Nature Conservancy, agencies with proven records in this area, 
to achieve designation without affecting current users. 


Sincerely, 


Wthain £ Babee 


William L. Baker 
PhD Candidate 


cc: Colorado Natural Areas Program 
The Nature Conservancy 
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Mr. Duane Johnson 
Program Manager 
Little Snake Resource Area 


Page 2 


the process used to arrive at the land management decisions 
contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement when 
it is finalized. 


We are strongly opposed to the Craig District's proposal for 
Federal Mineral Constraint Area This classification is 
entirely inappropriate for normal lands not bound by 
statutes which are held privately. Under what authority can - 
the BLM justify the designation of these areas? Unless 





W27-2] these lands are subject to specific statutes, such as the 


Endengered Species Act or are classified as having 
historical significance, the manner in which the landowner 
decides to use his lands is his business alone. Moreover, 
this policy is in direct conflict with policies set forth in 
the Colorado BLM Stete Office as reflected in other Colorado 
RMPs as well as national policy and implies a bias against 
oil and gas activities. Furthermore, the BLM has not 


127-3] provided an analysis of the energy and mineral potential of 


these lands nor the acreage involved, As you know from our 
meeting, the concept of Federal Mineral Constraint Areas 
will surely be challenged by members of the private sector 
as well as by industry. 


On Page 4-86 of the planning document, the statement that 
withdrawal from all leasable mineral development would be 


127-4 desirable in the special recreation management areas ur 


portions of these areas is not justifiable. Industry has 
proved numerous times that its operations are compatible 
with other sensitive uses and needs. Of particular concern 
is the BLM's statement, "When it is necessary to close 
access to public lands for the development of federal 
resources, the loss of public access would be compensated 
for by opening private lands held by the company developing 
the federal resources for public recreation." Under what 
authority can the BLM require such an opening of privately 
held land? BLM lands are subject to multiple use 
management, which provides for numerous uses to occur on 
federal lends simultaneously. We are unaware of any statutes 
or regulations which require replacement of lands being 


127-Siutilized for a certain resource use in order to provide 


access for recreational or any other use. The Federal 
government certainly does not provide additional land for 
energy and mineral exploration and development when Federal 
lands are placed in a restrictive land-use classifications 
such as wilderness, ACECs, RNAs, etc. It is our opinion 
that this replacement concept is ripe for challenge and we 
support BLM's position that this is not a viable mitigation 
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May 5, 1986 


Mr. Duane Johnson 

Program Manager 

Little Snake Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Mr, Johnson: 


On behalf of the Rocky Mountain 011 and Gas Association 
(RMOGA), I would like to express our thanks for meeting with 
us to discuss the Draft Little Snake Resource Management 
Plan. The meeting was valuable because it provided a direct 
link of communication between industry and the BLM. For your 
information RMOGA is a trade association representing 
hundreds of members who account for more than 90 percent of 
the oil and gas exploration, production, and transportation 
activities in the Rocky Mountain West. Because of this, our 
members have ea vital interest in how the Bureau of Lad 
Management manages its lands, particularly with respect to 
mineral resource activities, 


The following represents the concerns raised at our meeting. 


On Page 2-61, Preferred Alternative, BLM indicates, "Oil and 
gas and other minerals would be made available for leasing 
and development consistent with protection of other resource 
values," While we agree that BLM is responsible for managing 
all resources and ensuring their protection from undue 
degradation, the BLM is also charged with preparing a 
tradeoff analysis to determine the highest and best use of 
the land, This analysis is required in the BLM's 
Supplemental Program Guidance for Resource Management 
127-4] Planning. We do not see evidence of BLM's utilization of 
these guidelines in the Little Snake Resource Area planning 
documents. We suggest that the BLM at a minimum summarize 
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Mr. Duane Johnson 
Program Manager 
Little Snake Resource Area 


Page 3 





sure. We suggest that any problems relating to public 
V27-6 | access being denied by a particular company be resolved on 
en individual basis. 


It is ludicrous that BLM is proposing surface restrictions 
for certain special management areas in terms of oil and gas 
activities when livestock grazing will be permitted. One of 
the primary reasons for designating many of these areas is 
rare vegetation "remnants", The term remnant implies that 
this rare vegetation ie sparse as well as sporadically 
located. How does the BLM plan to protect these remnants? 
If a fence is constructed to keep out livestock, a fence 

127-6 would suffice to protect the plants from oil and gas 
activities; therefore, blanket NSO stipulations would not 
be required, Furthermore, some of these Special Management 
Areas fall within the boundaries of KGSs and existing oil 
and gas units. Yet, there is no indication in the plan as to 
the types of tradeoffs discussed when these eas were 
decided upon. All of the proposed special management areas 
contain moderate to high potential for oil and gas. 
Therefore, oil and gas activities should be considered of 
primary importance and minimally restricted by standard 
stipulations, 











We believe that the discussion of oil and gas development on 
pages 4-24 and 4-25 of the Environmental Consequences 
section, are greatly exaggerated. The implication that oil 
and gas company employees would be solely responsible for 
major increases in “harassment, poaching, end road kills" in 
areas which experience exploration and development 
127 activities is a serious and unjustifiable accusation. 
“flFurthermore, we don't believe that these activities can only 
be associated with oil and gas activities. The BLM must 
justify this statement with hard facts, Additionally, we 
note that no discussion is included as to the same types of 
impacts occurring as a result of increased recreational 
uses, We believe that these accusations accompanied by the 
fact that the oil industry is singled out on this issue 
implies a bias against oil and gas activities. 


We understand that BLM is making an effort to identify all 
the impacts which could possibly result from oil and gas 
activities. Nevertheless, most energy company personnel are 
sensitive to wildlife considerations and make an effort to 
minimize these types of problems. Furthermore, we believe 
that BLM must be fair in its assessment of the impacts and 
include the other resource uses which could have e similar 


le 


}'} 
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impact on wildlife resources. 


Furthermore, we find it hard to believe that one well in the 
White River Resource Area caused the direct loss of 50 
percent of the mule deer population in the area. BLM has not 
specified whether the deer were killed or whether they 

W2T-GQypactually moved to another winter range location. In most 
cases wildlife species merely move to an undisturbed portion 
of winter range during activities and return when human 
activities cease. This hardly constitutes ea major impact or 
loss. It is our opinion that this example is unfounded and 
should be removed from the discussion entirely. 


BLM has indicated that all new leases issued in recreation 
priority areas would have NSO stipulations attached. 


Blanket NSO stipulations are unnecessary. Energy and 
mineral activities should be allowed without surface 
limitations in general. These activities should be 


127=-Q)monitored and controlled on a site-specific basis through 
the use of reasonable stipulations or performance standards 
and only in areas which are developed recreation sites or 
intensively used sites. The same guidelines outlined for 
livestock grazing in recreation areas should be applied to 
oil and gas activities, 


With regard to rights-of-way, we believe that performance 
standards should be utilized rather than blanket 
127-10)restrictions. Further, BLM should clarify in the plan that 
where valid existing rights are held in areas proposed for 
special management new rights-of-way will not be prohibited. 


On page 4-8 the BLM identifies lands which will be subject 
to no lease decisions or no surfece occupancy stipulations. 
This Table 4-2 is severely lacking in that it does not 
provide information regarding the potential of these lands 
in terms of energy and mineral resources. Further, it does 
not identify how access would be impacted through an overlap 

127=-11)}of these stipulations. We recommend that the planners for 
the Little Snake RMP review the Grand Junction RMP to learn 
what types of information should be included in this 
discussion as required by the fluid mineral leasing 
guidelines contained in the BLM's Supplemental Program 
Guidance for Planning. 


The BLM indicates that energy and mineral evaluations were 


conducted for the entire resource area in Appendix 3, 
However, a summation of these evaluations is provided only 
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Mr. Duane Johnson 

Little Snake RMP Project Manager 
BLM Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


Dear Duane: 


Thank you for meeting with the industry representatives at RMOGA's office last week. We 
are very concerned about your plan, and I believe that such meetings are the most efficient 
mode for achieving a better understanding of each other's perspectives and positions. 
Chevron's main concerns with your draft RMP are as follows. 


First, as we discussed in our meeting, we believe that your use of Federal Mineral 
Constraint Areas is completely unauthorized and inappropriate for private lands that are not 
128-1 subject to statutes such as the Endangered Species Act or classified as having historical 
significance. This concept interferes with the landowner's right to use his property, and is 
biased against oil and gas activities. In addition, we cannot determine which areas would be 
128-2 subject to this proposal, nor has an analysis of the oil and gas potential of these lands been 
conducted. 


Second, on Page 4-86, we were concerned about the statement whereby the loss of public 
access for the development of federal resources would be compensated for by opening that 

128-3} resource company's private lands, We support your decision to exclude this concept from 
the final plan. 


Third, you have indicated that all new leases in fragile soll and watershed areas as well as in 
recreation priority areas would have NSO stipulations attached. We believe that companies 
should be given the opportunity to operate in those areas with performance standards or 

1286-4] reasonable stipulations and that the NSO stipulations should be allowed to be waived if 
appropriate. We want the opportunity to show that we can mitigate adverse impacts related 
to our operations. 


Fourth, we are befuddled by your use of blanket NSO stipulations in order to protect rare 
vegetation "remnants", and yet livestock would be permitted to graze in remnant areas. 

128-5 There must be other adequate ways to protect these remnants without imposing NSO 
stipulations. 
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May 5, 1986 127 


Mr. Duane Johnson 
Program Manager 
Little Snake Resource Area 


Page 5 


for areas proposed for special management, The public has 
the right, as well as the need, to know which lands in the 

127-12 resource area contain significant potential for oil and gas 
resources. It is our suggestion that a map be included in 
the final plen denoting the mineral potential of the 
resource area. 


Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions 
regarding these comments. We would be happy to discuss them 


Si min 


cel. Frel 
Public Lands Director 


128 


-2- 
128-6/ 6" pursuant to our discussion at the meeting, we believe that Pages 4-24 and 4-25 of the 
Environmental Consequences section are misleading, unfair, and should be rewritten. 
Sixth, performance standards should also be applied to major rights-of-way instead of 
128-7 blanket restrictions. It needs to be clearly stated that where valid existing rights are held in 
special management areas, new rights-of-way will not be prohibited. 


Seventh, as we all agreed, Table 4-2 on Page 4-8 needs to be expanded to show the mineral 
128-8 potential for the entire resource area, not just for the special management areas. 


Thank you again for meeting with us, and we request that you Incorporate our concerns into 
the final draft. 


Sincerely yours, 
M. : Flesche 


MMF:jed 
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furgeu of Land Management 
derness Coordinator 


455 Emerson St 
Craig, Co 81625 


D.R.Halm 
9776 Hilldale Dr 
Morrison, Co 80465 


Gentlemen; 


I am writing in regards to Ant Hills and Chew Winter Camp wilderness study 
areas. I am strongly in favor of wilderness designation of the Ant Hills 
area. I and my wife have been through the Ant Hills twice(1982,1983) to 
visit and camp on the north rim of the Yampa canyon. The Ant Hills is a 
beautiful and pristine area bordering one of the most magnificent sandstone 
canyon areas in Colorado. I feel this area should be protected as a buffer 
and entrance way to the canyons, as it lies so close to the actual canyon 
rim. 

Furthermore, I do not understand, even after phone calls, why there is a 
dividing line between Chew Winter Camp study area and the Ant Hills area. 
This area should be included with the Ant Hills and designated for the 
same reasons. 

I hope this letter has some bearing on the decision making. To often I see, 
in wilderness proceedings, tens of pro-wilderness letters having on effect 
on the final decision. Why are inputs asked for if in the end they have no 
bearing on the managers decision? This process seem to be overlooked for 
other interests. I feel stronger considerations should be given to the 


interests of the public. 
erely; 
(pis Clk belo 


mesaylh and Catherine Halm 
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6224 Powell Road 
Parker, Colorado 80134 


May 5, 1986 


William J. Pulford 
District Manager 

Bureau of Land Management 
Craig District Office 
455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 


I have reviewed the Little Snake Resource Management 


Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. I have also 
read the Wilderness Technical Supplement to the above. 
I wish to make the following comments. 


I support the Natural Environment Alternative that 


would recommend 90,887 acres in 8 Wilderness Study Areas 
as suitable for designation. 


I feel the Preferred Alternative inadequately addresses 


the issue of wilderness protection. 


The 8 Wilderness Study Areas encompass nearly 91,000 
acres. 


The BLM has recommended only one area of 36,000 


acres as suitable for wilderness. 


I feel the Cross Mountain WSA, an area of 14,081 


acres that contains some of the most stunning ecologically 
diverse country in northwest Colorado is worthy of 
wilderness protection. The BLM speculates that there 

is moderate to high potential for oil and gas. The agency 
apparently ignores at least 3 dry holes recently drilled 
around the mountain. 


The BLM states in the Wilderness Technical Supplement 


that outstanding opportunities exist for solitude of 
132-4 primitive and unconfined recreation. Umique recreation 
W opportunities include kayaking and bighorn sheep hunting. 
They also state the canyon has sheer vertical walls and 
is of geologic interest. Bighorn sheep and threatened 
and endangered fish are present. 


I urge the BLM to recommend wilderness protection 


West Cold Spring. This area comprises less than 1 percent 
of the total available mineral acreage in the vicinity. 
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William J. Pulford RMLAHINGS: 


Manager, Craig District 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO 81625 





April 22, 1986 


Dear Mr. Pulford, 


Sports Committee District 37, AMA, Inc., wishes to thank 
you for the opportunity to comment on the Little Snake Resou- 
rce Management Plan. District 37 has entered into this comm- 
ent phase at the request of a motorcyclist who resides In 
Cralg, CO. 


District 37 has been Involved with the California Desert 
Plan since it's Inception. We feel that we have been Instrum- 
ental in developing the Plan in regards to ORV use, particul- 
arly, motorcycle sports. District 37 Is very active in prom- 
oting all types of off road events. 


Therefore, we were contacted to help In the promotion of 
an event around Craig. As we became involved, we were made 
aware that there was a draft plan in the comment period. We 
Tequested a copy and here we are. 


We will start by making some generic overview comments 
on the Plan as a whole. Then we wil! get to specific issues. 


We must take two perspectives throughout our comments. 
First, we have to look at the Plan as a promoter of motor- 
cycle events. The event will, by it's nature, cause more Int- 
ensive use than trallriding. What may be unacceptable impacts 
were a race to occur, may he well within acceptable limits 
for casual use. Moreover, different types of events will ca- 
use different levels of impacts. 


On the following pages you will find our comments. We 
hope they are constructive. We further hope that we can as- 
sist In resolving conflict that will occur. 

) Sincerely, dl 
Ae ied Senet —— 


Legislative Officer 
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The BLM states in the Wilderness Technical Supplement 
that "draws and canyons provide opportunities for isolation. 
The rugged terrain provides exceilent opportunities for 
primitive recreation". The BLM says special features 


132-1] of West Cold Springs is Beaver Creek which is unique 


133-1 


in northwest Colorado because it is the only perennial 
stream with public access that supports cutthroat trout 
population. It is also crucial habitat for bighorn sheep 
and the WSA is within a Colorado Division of Wildlife's 
Quality Elk Management Area. 


I suppert wilderness designation for the 5 WSAs 
that border Dinosaur National Monument. These areas 
would topographically complete the boundaries of the 
National Monument. The BLM has failed to make these 
recommendations. 


I commend the BLM for their recommendation of 
wilderness protection for the Diamond Breaks WSA. I 
support designation of Irish Canyon as an Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern and Limestone Ridge as a Research 
Natural Area. 


In closing I feel the Draft Plan falls short in 
protecting a small part of Craig District BLM land that 
contains outstanding wilderness characteristics for this 
and future generations of Americans to enjoy and for 
protection of critical wildlife habitat. I strongly urge 
the Craig District to improve the Plan by recommending 
7 more WSAs for permanent protection in the Final Plan. 


Very truly yours 


a eee Gi Qn, 


Lawrence A. Papp 
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SPORTS COWITTEE DISTRICT 37, AVA, INC. 
COMWENTS ON LITTLE SNAKE RVP/DEIS 
Prepared by Rick Hammel, DLO 


OVERVIEW 


At first glance, this document appears to be quite complete, par- 
ticularly to the average reader. However, there are a some conce- 
Ptual omissions In relation to Off Road Vehicles (ORV). 


While on the surface, many uses appear to be In conflict. Howev- 
er, these competing uses can co-exist. Various users have had to 
learn to respect the existence of other uses. Once that Tespect 
has been established, there is harmony. An example Is the Barstow 
to Vegas Motorcycle Race. We use a haul road to connect to seg- 
ments of the race course. The next day it Is graded by us. The 
miner Is happy and we are happy. I won't allude that It will be 
easy. Prejudices will have to be overcame. This philosophy is not 
only for ORV users, but all users where conflict exists. 


COMVENTS ON THE ISSUES 
ISSUE 2: 

1.(f)(iv.) There will always be conflicts between users on this 
Issue. The only hope for the BLM Is to attempt to mitigate the 
Issues as best possible. 


ISSUE 3: 

ADD. Identify various recreational needs by the public, both lo- 
cal and regional. Develop a comprehensive management plan, enc- 
ompassing various forms of recreation. Develop a Plan to help 
mitigate conflicts between other uses. 

While many forms of recreation require facilitles, there are a 
few who want none. ORV use Is one. There appears to be an Inter- 
est In motorcycle racing, both enduros and loop type desert rac-~ 
Ing. Spectator interest is low and participant needs are usually 
served by the use of self-contained camping equipment. 


NOTE: A plan, that I have sketched above, needs to address ORV 
competition. Of particular concern, mitigating possibilities. 
Let's say that there are two segments of a course that are desir- 
able and have no environmental concerns. However, there Is a cul- 
tural site In the way of connecting them. How would thls problem 
be mitigated so that the event could occur? We have used ribboned 
40 foot wide corridors to do just this type of mitigation. Anot- 
her example is we needed to go around some arch sites in a WSA. A 
race, belng a "temporary action", can occur in a WSA. (This Is in 
accordance with IMP and affirmed by U.S. Ninth Circult of Appe- 
als. Sierra Club vs BLM and Sports Conmittee, District 37, AM, 
Inc., 1985) We picked an area that was fairly sparse and establ!- 
shed a corridor. This particular action was challenged In court. 
The judge, A. Wallace Tashima, CCD, affirmed the BLM's action. 
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The point being, that a trail may be established by an "authori- 
zed officer". Moreover, a plan that spells out the rules will 
help the BLM and the public for years to com. 


Management Priority Areas: There should be reference made to sea- 
sonal priorities. An area could support grazing In the winter. 

133-2] However, as the grasses and the soils dry, thls area can support 
GRV activity. Other forms of recreation would then move into the 
area In the fall. 


Definitions: Soils and Water Resources. Restrictions on ORV use 

would be as I outlined above. Impacts created by different types 
133-3 of ORV vary greatly. 

Natural History. Under excluded uses, the recreation exclusion Is 


a balanced concept and provides a good measure of resource pro- 
tection. 


Resource Specific Guidance: Recreation (Issue 3-3). The State of 


133-4 California Off Highway Vehicle Commission has Instituted a state 
wide trail signing system. BLM may wish to establish this system 
nat lonwide. 

CRY Designations (Issue 3-4). Acceptable. 


Alternatives Considered: We concur with the BLM on the Preferred 
Alternative. The other alternatives have merit, however, the Pre- 
ferred best serves the public as a whole. 


This RvP Is well done, and comprehensive. I wish that the Calif- 
ornia Desert Plan was as well done as this. 


There Is only one area of real concern. There is no way to amend 
this plan. There should be a plan amendment process where the BLM 

133-6)and the public may make amendments to enhance the plan. The Cali- 
fornia Desert Plan has a very workable model. Note also there is 
no plan as to how the Advisory Counse! operates. 


Last, the BLM should establish a volunteer program with various 
133-6 juser groups to maintain and enhance resources. This Is returning 
what you use. 
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condition. This indicates a gross failure on the part of the BLM to 
134-3] Protect our land resources from overuse and abuse by some livestock 
grazers. The BLM proposes to compound the problem by failing to 
implement any reduction in grazing until further studies are done. 
Livestock grazing should be reduced immediately on lands 
where range conditions are unsatisfactory. On lands where 
existing information on range condition is “unknown”, every 
effort should be made to gather necessary data as soon as 
possible; until adequate data are available, if there is 
significant reason to believe that conditions are 
unacceptable, grazing should be reduced until adequate data 
are gathered. This should be refiected in the Final RMP. 


134-4 


Almost ninety percent of the Resource Area would be designated 
“open” in the proposed RMP. It is ludicrous to expect that allowing 
ORV’s to have free range over almost the entire area will not cause 
serious, long-term environmental damage. It is also totally 
unreasonable to expect the BLM staff to be able to regulate ORV use 
over an area of over one million acres. The BLM should acknowledge 
that the use of ORV’s off designated roads is anti- multiple-use, and 
that it degrades virtually all other resource values. ORV’s should 
be banned in the Little Snake Resource Area, except for the 
use of licensed vehicles on roads. The Final RMP should 
reflect this. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the draft 
Little Snake Resource Management Plan. | hope you will seriously 
consider my comments, and will incorporate them in the final plan. 
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1800 Hatcher 
Ann Arbor, MI 48103 
May 2, 1986 


William J. Pulford 

District Manager 

Craig District 

Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 


1 would like to comment on the draft Little Snake Resource 
Management Plan. 


1 strongly support the BLM’s proposal to protect Irish Canyon 
and Helis Canyon as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACEC's). I also strongly support the proposal to recommend the 
Diarnond Breaks WSA for wilderness designation. Urifortunately, 
there is little else 1 can find in the RMP that I can support. 


The BLM’s recommendation of non-wilderness for the Cross 
Mountain, West Cold Spring, Vale of Tears, Ant Hills, Chew Winter 
Camp, Peterson Draw and Tepee Draw areas {s outrageous and totally 
unjustified. The minimal protection for part of Cross Mountain 
Proposed by the BLM as a “recreation management area” is grossly 
inadequate, and unacceptable. The justifications used for 


134-1] non-wilderness are extremely weak, and place the desire of a few to 


W 


exploit the non-renewable resources on our public lands over the 
desire of the vast majority of the public for long-term resource 
protection. The BLM should recommend all WSA’s in the Little 
Snake Resource Area for wilderness designation in the Final 
RMP. 


The Little Yampa Canyon, between Craig and Maybell, was not 
considered in the RMP as a potential Wild and Scenic River. This, 
despite the fact that the National Park Service identified this stretch 


134-2 of river as qualifying for such protection. This lack of consideration 


by the BLM is unreasonable, and unjustified. Little Yampa Canyon 
should be considered for protection as a Wild and Scenic 
River in the Final RMP. 


At least a third of the range in Little Snake Resource Area is in 


Pye Bee condition, and another third is in an “unknown” 


abou Ae 
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Eldon Kuney 

President, Timberline Trailriders,inc 
P.O, Box 1794 

Steamboat Springs, CO 80477 


May 6, 1986 


Mr. Duane Johnson 

Program Manager 

Bureau of Land Management 

Craig District Office 

455 Emerson t 
Craig, CO 81625 | 


Dear Mr. Johnson: 


This letter is in regard to proposed off-road closures and restrictions in 
your area in Northwest Colorado. 


As President of the Timberline Trailriders Inc., a motorcycle club consisting 

of members from Steamboat Springs, Hayden and Craig, I can speak for the club 
concerning this matter. We are very much opposed to any off-road vehicle 

closures. Northwest Colorado is one of the few remaining areas where motorcyclists 
can ride with few restrictions. Most of the members of our club have been 

riding in the Sandwash, Maybell area for 15 to 20 years, and would hate to see 

any of this area closed. 


Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 
Sincerely, 


ELDON KUNEY 
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May 6, 1986 


William J. Pulford 

Craig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


Re: Resource Management Plan for Little Snake Resource Area 
Please include this letter in the hearing record. 
Dear Mr. Pulford: 


In this letter I wish to comment on the wilderness recommendations within 
the Little Snake Resource Area. 


First, I must compliment the BLM for its recommendation of the Diamond 
Breaks area for wilderness designation, as well as for its designation of 
Irish Canyon as an “Area of Critical Environmental Concern." 


I am, however, taken aback by the BLM exclusion of the Cross Mountain area 
from a wilderness designation. This exclusion is reminiscent of the 
miniscule wilderness recommendations of recent years in the Glenwood 
Springs Resource Area, the White River Wilderness Study Areas, and the 

San Juan/San Miguel Resource Management Plan. 


The Cross Mountain area would contribute various features to the country's 
existing wilderness inventory which are currently underrepresented. It 
possesses unusual ecosystem diversity for lands in northwest Colorado; 
threatened or endangered species such as peregrine falcons and bald eagles 
find refuge at Cross Mountain. 


I do not find compelling the BLM rationale that Cross Mountain possesses 
moderate-to-high potential for oil and gas reserves. Recent drilling 
around the mountain has produced nothing and there is an extensive amount 
of federal land nearby which can be explored for gas and oil. Why deprive 
the relatively small Cross Mountain area of wilderness protection? Pro- 
tecting it only as a recreation management area invites intrusions. 


Surely you must know that of all the BLM land in Colorado, less than 10% 
has wilderness characteristics--only about 1% of the total land area of 

the state. Colorado will probably be reaching the carrying capacity of 

its existing wilderness in 25 to 30 years. Since roughly 65% of the public 
lands in the U.S. remain open for mineral development, why use mineral 
development as an excuse not only to deny Cross Mountain a wilderness 
designation, but also Cold Springs Mountain (with its abundance of wildlife) 
and the Dinosaur Adjacent Areas? 


Cross Mountain, Cold Springs Mountain and the Dinosaur Adjacent Areas 


should be given wilderness protection. In this time of budget cuts, 
wilderness management is probably the least expensive and the easiest 


option. 
incerel ‘ 
S. Saniwnn 


lobert E. Schreiner, Jr. 
1440 E. Quincy Ave. 
Englewood, CO 80110 
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Overall only one of the alternatives in this study represents any 
facsimile of multiple use planning, the Natural Environment alternative. 
I support this alternative. The other alternatives and particularly 
your preferred alternative, are so bias toward development interests 
that they can neither be considered balance nor equitable. In no way 
do the recommendations in the Natural Environment seem extremely 
conservationist minded, but they are the best recommendations being 
offered in this management plan. At least the Natural Environment 
Alternative offers some protection for the areas you identify as 
having unique, fragile or valuable natural attributes thoughout this 
document. Under this alternative most of the area would still be wide 
open to oil and gas leasing, coal leasing, minerals, livestock grazing, 
ORV use and other explotive activities. 95~% of the resourse area 
would still be open to oil and gas leasing with some restrictions imposed, 
64% of the area would remain totally open to ORV use. 26% would have 
limited ORV use and only 10% would be closed to ORV use. 344,500 acres 
in the area would be acceptable for coal leasing under this Natural 
Environment Alternative. This alternative does attempt to protect the 
few areas which you have identified as.being environmentally unique 
or fragile, including all the WSA"s in the area and all the Special 
Management area candidates. The Naural énvironment alternative seems 
to describle the absolute minimum protection necessary and is the only 
alternative that represents somewhat balanced land use management. 
Given the range of alternatives in this «MP I question whether or not 
a good decision can be made. Your range of alternatives is very narrow 
and limited, 

The Prefered Alternative with which you plan to manage our public 
lands is unfair, biased and imbalance. The prevailing BLM bias toward 
exploitative, consumtive activities on the public lands is very 
evident in this Preferred alternative. In an area where wilderness 
resources are indeed scarce you only recommend 31,490 acres for wilder- 
nese, out of the small total of 90,887 acres which have been identified 
as qualifying for wilderness designation. at the same time you are 
recommending 1,878,000 acres for oil and gas leasing. in fact Wiest 
Cold 3prings WSA was found unsuitable because this humongous amount of 
O & G acreage was not enough. I think this is just ludicrous. 


Unfortunately the unsuitability recommendation for Cross Mountaic 
seems even worse. 
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Dear Sir: 

The following letter is being submitted as public comment on the 
Little Snake RMP/EIS, Thank you for considering such public comment 
during your planning process. I have lived in .estern Colorado all 
of my life and I have been activily involved in this and other land 
use planning processes over the years. I believe our public lands 
are the richest and most valuble part of the unique heritage we eajoy 
by being Americans. {our decision concerning our land should be of 
importance to every person.. 

I would first like to commend you on the decisions that were 
made during this planning process which will enhance and protect 
unique and valuable aspects of the natural environment. ‘he most 
obvious of these decisions include the wilderness suitability 
recommendation for Diamond Breaks, the designation of Limestone Ridge 
RNA, Irish Canyon and Lonkout Mountain ACSCs. Overall your recom- 
mendations concerning wildlife are good although they would be much 
better with more wilderness suitability recommendations and more 
special management area designations. These designations would also 
protect the rare plants and plant groupings you list in the special 
Management section in the apsendix of the RNP. Also commendable is 
your concern and recognition of potential damage to fragile scils. 

Soil Conservation has not been given enough emphasis in other iB here 
in Colorado. Recreational designation for iittle Yampa/Juniper 

Canyon is better than no protection but an ONA designation seems better, 
At least until Congress gets around to declaring these river sections 
as study rivers under the dild and Scenic Rivers Act. {fou did not deal 
with the wild and scenic attributes of this river section in the axP, 

I find that strange since a wild or scenic or recreational river 
section would certainly affect the planning for the river and river 
corridor, The National Park Service has already recognized the 
worthiness of this river section for study. Recreational management 
for Cedar Kountain seems like an appropriate designation considering 
the environmental educational opportunities present. Both Cross Moun- 
tain and West Cold Spring would be better menaged by congressional 


wilderness designations than any administratively impose SMA designation 


you are now recommending. 


West Cold Springs 137 


There are zero pre-FLPMA leases in the west Cold Springs #3a. 
This indicates that the area,as you state, has "good" manageability 
(S-3 wilderness technical supplement). Your study states that wildernese 
designation would have a positive affect on visual resources, primitive 
recreation, water resources, soils and wildlife as well as wilderness 
values. Special features exist in this 4SA including crucial habitat 
for big horn sheep, good cultural resource potential, a cutthroat 
trout stream and trophy elk. «hile it may be possible to protect the 
wildlife resources through other management methods too many other 
resources, including most importantly the wilderness values, would be 
lost, 

The 12 post- FLPMA leases in the area can hardly be so valuable, 
in a resource area with 1,864,000 other acres which are open to oil 
and gas activity, that they would preclude the wildernes values and 
all the other associated values you have recognized. I cannot see, 
from reviewing the wilderness supplement how you can logically arrive 
at a non suitable recommendation for west Cold Springs. 

Cross Mountain 

You should really be proud of yourself for the non suitable 
recommendation for Cross Mountain 45d. Your study points out aumerous 
fine wilderness attributes in the area. In fact Cross wountain seems 
to contain every wilderness criteria imaginable and more. ‘ou are 
more familiar with the recreational values, wildlife values, includiag 
T and E species habitat, ecological diversity, geological uniqueness, 
(a superimposed mountain), cultural resources and sheer beauty, in 
this area than I am. You point them all out in the wilderness technical 
supplement, Your recommendation for such a spectacular area as aon 
suitable for wilderness is just a sham. administrative protections 
are too ephemeral to be trusted with the protection of this area. 

If Cross Mountain cannot get a suitable recommendation for wilderness, 
imagine how suspicious the other recommendations seem for this fa and 
others around the state. The attitude that any aumber of wilderness, 
recreational or wildlife resources should be sacrificed for a few oil 
and gas wells is just ridiculous. Oil and gas resources are available 
on nearly 2 million other acres in this RA, It is questionable if oil 
and gas resources even exist in this area. Limestone mining is 
undoubtedly available in other areas where the impacted would not be 


so immense. 
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WSAs_adjacent to Dinosaur National Monument 

Not only did you come up with a blanket oon suitable recommendation 
for all 5 of these areas, you are now recommending that they be utilized 
for mineral development, O&G leasing, and forestry. These roadless 
areas adjacent to a National onument should have other uses more 
appropriate to maintaining the integrity of the area. ven without 
being declared wilderness other uses such as wildlife, recreation,-.. 
livestock grazing and maintenance of the visual resource seem to be 
higher and better uses. From various overlooks in Dinosaur these areas 
are visible. This visual aspect should be considered and development 
should which would change the integrity of the monument should be 
forgone, By looking at the topographical maps of the area these small 
4SAs would make good natural boundaries for Dinosuar replacing the 
unrealistic ruler lines now used as boundaries. These areas would also 
be added to the Congressionally designated wilderness study area 
boundaries inside the park. These boundary enhancemente should be of 
prime consideration before dropping these areas from any futher 
wilderness considerations. 
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Livestock Grazing 
The last point I would like to submit concerning this B&MP/sIS 


deals with livestock grazing. I simply would like to know why you are 
not doing something about the unsatisfactory range conditions which 
exist on at least 1/3 of the RA? If you find the conditions unsatis- 
factory why Jon't you reduce the AUiis until the range recovers’ It 
certainly seems that there will aot be funds available to moniter the 
range adequately in the near future or for further study. out if you 
already have information that indicates an unsatisfactory condition 
then take the grazing pressure off or at least reduce it uatil the 
condition of the range becomes satisfactory. 
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Thank fou for considering these comments. I certainly hope your 
final RMP/3IS incorperates major changes which will help to balance 
the use of our public lands ani promote good multiple use. ou should 


be more realistically protecting all of our natural heritage and not 


just trying to promote exploitation. e. 2 
Sincerely Sete HoT es 


Paul Tf Petersen 
Grand Jct. Volorado 
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Thanh you for yeut cons/deration of 


these comments, 
Sincerely , 
Len 
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I also noticed throughout the xiib several statements to 
the effect that resources had not been studied enough to form 
a@ basis for decision-making. Several critical resources 
appeared to have been inadequately inventoried: range conditions, 
wildlife habitat (p. 3-43), raptors, songbirds, games species, 
endangered species, and species dependent on riparian habitat. 
This makes it difficult to knew if your recommended protections 
for these resources are adequate. I was disappointed at finding 
no archeological protection plan in the xf and would hope that 
a separate document, outlining plans for pretection of arche- 
ological resources, will soon be forthcoming so that important 
resources not be at risk dueto lack of sucn. 


I wonder if we are seeing here the effects of the priority 
shifts instituted in the BLM early in the watt years. sudget 
cuts and agency personnel reassignments, attrition, and 1388-4 
transfers, can be as effective in shiftig management from 
resource protection to resoureve development, as any overt 


policy change. 


Finally, regarding general klik comments, I also 
noticed a tendancy in the Little Snake aivk, that I have seen _ 
indther iilF's in Colorado, to emphasize intensive’ manahgent 
of soils, watersheds, and water quality, timber, natural features, 
wildlife habitat, forage, seemingly as a way to compensate for 
the intensive development of the Resource Area also being proposed 
in the Preferred Alternative. 

While I support much of the proposed resource restoration 130-65 
and enhancement outlined inthe Renewable Resource and Preferred 
Alternatives, I am afraid that these may be unrealistic in light 
of: budget cutbacks we are facing in areas of 
natural resource conservation. If in fact tne budget necessary 
to implement these glowing promises doesn't materialize, then 
the proposed improvements wil have been merely a palliative, 
designed to make the significant mineral, grazing, and timber 
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WRITTEN TESTIMONY 
OF 


ROSALIND iWCCLELLAN 
LITTLE SNAKE RBSOURCH ARoA 
DRAFT RMF AND WILDERNSSS RECOMMENDATIONS 
10, 1986 
Denver 
(To be included in the Fublic Record) 


My name is xosalind McClellan and I live at 483 isarine 
Street, Boulder, Colorado. I moved to Colorado 16 years ago 
which statistically speakdng, probably makes me sometning of 
an old-timer. JI have been following the BL planning process 
since 1981, as a volunteer with COSU, Sierra Club and the 
Wilderness Society. 


FORMAT 


In general, I felt that the RMF presented factual material 

in a way that was condusive to informed decision-making. For 
example, the division of alternatives in the Little Snake itl, 

into four priority areas was clearer than in kiib's where only 

two major alternatives are presented (in addition to the preferred), 


I further felt that the distiction between the nergy and l,inerals 
and Commodity Frodaation, and between Renewadle xesources and 
Natural fnvirona@ent helped the reader identify and compare the 
benchline data which would achieve maximum goals in those particular 
areas. 


However, it seemed that the range of choices within thae alternatives 
was too small, not allowing for genuine choice between significantly 
distinct futures for the region. This was true for eaeh resource 
category: For example the differsnce in oil and gas leasing acreage 
between the nergy and Mineral Alt. (1.1 million) and the Natural 
Environment Alternative (1 million) dee insignificant, margin 

of difference to allowter real choice. Also, 1 million acre 

of oil and gas leasing are still too many for an alternative 

which would truly protect the natural environment. 
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development appear more palatable, without ever coming to 
pass. 


better would be a provision in the xjiP that much of 
the destructive development being recommended in the Preferred 
Alternative is conditional on there being funding available 
for mitigation of the adverse impacts of such development. 


CCAL, OIL & GAS 


Getting down to specific resource recommendations, I am 

concerned about the high level of coal leasing in all alternatives, 
especially considering the current slump in the coal market and 

the fact that, according to report, the Regional Coal Team 
recently recommended no new coal leasing in this region. 

This, together with the fact that this document is subject 

to revision in another decade and can easily adjust its coal 
leasing levels should economic condit ons improve, makes me 
wonder why coal leasing levels are higher than any 

immediate demand could possibly warrant. 


This same argument applies to the large amount of acreage allocated 
to © & G leasing, which likewise forecloses long-term natural 
values (soil, vegetation, wildlife) for the sake of uncertain 
present gain. Oil and gas leasing in sensitive areas should be 
used as a last resort, if and when Arab oil sources became un- 
available and after renewable energy resources have been more 

fully explored, rather than made available for indiscriminant 
development. why plan to deliberately destroy irreplaceable 
resources before we know we have tot 


Considering the soft market for both 0 & G and for @oal 
I do not understand why the breferred alternative chose leasing 
levels closer to the mnergy and Minerals Alternative rather 
tha to the Natural Environment Alternative, especially since 


SS me 
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the RMF states later on that the Natural environmant 
Alternative would siftll allow adequate supplies of 
existing and future mineral leases to meet increases 
in market demand, 

Similarly, the RF states on page 4-5 that the more protective 
restrictions placed on coal leasing in the Natural nvironmet 
Alternative, will not hinder coal production, In that case 
why not go for the protections! 

Specifically I would like to see no coal leasing in 
recreation and wildiife priority areas, for example the 
Iles Mountain Coal Tract and Little Yampa Canyon secreation 
area. 

Further regarding coal and oil and gas leasing, the ail 
needs to document for purposes of disclosure and completing 


139-6 the economic PEetHeesrmeReye bs of extracting tne proposed 


reed 


volumes of coal and oil and gas, as well as government 

costs incurred in such production. 

#ILDLIrs 

Regarding wildlife, especially nongame species, I feel that Th, 
emphasis on jiineral and commodity devebpment in the Preferred 
alternative doednot adequately address the importance of 
maintaining habitat vital to these species. As stated in 

the 2hF, the Resource Area contains habitat crucial to many 
species of land animals, birds and fish, now crowded more and 
more by cumulative impacts throughout the region from housing and 
mineral development, grazing and water pollution. 


Riparian areas under iiLi; management are scattered sparsely 
across the arid landscape of this region and constitute the 
only safe havens for migratory water fowl and other specializ.d 
forms of wildlife. Therefore, the SLi has primary responsibility 
to ensure that these areas under its jurisdiction do not lose 
their ability to sustain these fragile wildlife populations. 
Unlike livestock and energy, these species, once gone, cannot 

be replaced. 
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SFECIAL ESIGNATIONS 


The biggest oversight in the RNP regarding recommended 
protection for rare and endangered plant species, arcneological 
sites, and historic and scenic areas is the ommission of Beaver 
Creek on the West side of <;t Cold Springs mountain. Appropriate 
protective status, whether ACHC, ONA, or RNA, for this unique 
area with outstanding wildlife and natural values, needs to 
be included in the final kM. 

Anotner serious ommission is \lells Canyon whicn should likewise 
be included in tne final kmP on the HNa list. 

In general I believe the BLii is too lax in providing protection 
for areas of critical environmental concern on public lands (see 
attached New York Times article), as demonstrated by the fact that 
the Preferred Alternative fails to protect all such areas in the 
Resource Area. G-Gap, Horse Dmnaw} and Ink Springs need special 
protection in the final RMP, for a total of four ACHC's, 8 xNA's, 
and 4 ONA rather than only 3 ACEC's and 1 RNA, as recommended in 
the current Preferred Alternative, 

Also all areas:so designated need to have No Surface Occupancy 
stipulations to ensure long-term protection. 


GRAZING 


The draft RMP does not adequately balance grazing with other uses, 
giving precedence to this activity at the expense of wildlife and 
soil resources. Projected range improvement levels in the treferred 
Alternative are not acceptable and need to be changed to those in 
the Natural Environment Alternative. where financially feasible, 
land treatment should be cmmbined with adjusting grazing preference 
and grazing restrictions, to bring range and forage conditions 

back to healthy levels, 


Only 254 ranchers in the Respurce Area nee publie lands and 
of those only 28 depend on BL forage for more than 30% of their 
forage. Economic advantage of so few does not compensate for 
the irretrievable loss of range viability. The interests of both 
can be served by the kind of enlightened stewardship now being 


experimented with on a cooperative basis between the BLI, and 
concerned 
certain environmentally / ranchers elsewhere in the Rocky 


130-10 
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139-1 
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WILDERNYSS 


wilderness recommendation for all 8 WSa's would, in my opinion, 












be a modest gesture toward preserving a few remnants of tne 
native ecosystem, considering the small amount of acreage, 
in the Resource Area with wilderness potential, relative/tne 
overall area left open for development. 


The most glaring ommission, however, is Cross |ountain, 

whose negative recommendation seemed to contradict tne nighly 
favorable language describing tne wilderness attributes of 

the arga., Tnis inconsistency betwean the analysis of wilderness 
potential of the area and the final recommendation, was 
reminiscent of the s810 Gulen, willow Creek and Skull Creek 
recommendations and gives the impression that higner management 
is dictating decisions to the study team, possibly acarding to 
some kind of quota system. 


Cross ‘jountain was recommended for wilderness in tnree out 


of four alternatives Yet, the BLN in its Freferred alternative, 












chose to follow the #nergy and liinerals alternative in rejecting 
Cross fountain for wilderness, 


Special ACNC designation for Cross |ountain is no substitute 

for legislative protection for this truly remarkable piece 

of geology, and »nique wildlife preserve. +Haying visited 

Cross fountain with my family, it would seem/most inapppopriate 
to leave this area open to oil and gas development, especially 
when a high percentage of the underlying oil and gas deposits 

can be tapped in the surrounding area and the oil fie1d)igvestion 
of margin al economic value. 


under the criter&that "wilderness areas witn hign potential 
to attract recreation visitors would be recommended for Bees 


7 
Wountain Region. 
Another recommendation: that fences be avoided as means 6139 
controlling cattle grazing in wildlife areas, wnere water 
tanks and salt licks can do tne job. 


WILD AND SCENIC RIVER RECOMMENDATION 


I strongly recommend that the Little Snake Kesource Area 

study the Little Yampa River Canyon as part of the XP. 

This stretch of the Yampa River between Craig and Maybell has 
been identified by tne the National Park Service as deserving wild 
and Scenic River Status. At the very least the BLii should 
conduct of study of its wild and scenic potential. 


SOILS 


"Demand and Dependancy" on soil is significant, as the xii staes 

on page 3-49. While I commend the KL); tor its proposed watersned 
rehabilitation projects and salinity control recommendations under 
the Freferred Alternative, I feel they do not go far enough 
considering the underlying importance of this resource, and are 
also subject to being cut depending on availability of future 
funding. 


If rehabilitation funding assumed in these soil protection measures 
at some point is not forthcoming, then the damaging mineral and 
otner development which will further erode fragile soils in the 


region, should éorrespondingly be reduced. 
SeED i + for RNAS, ONAY, and ACEC's 


No Surface Occupancy for Steep slopes,should be instituted also 
to avoid soil erosion. Al soil protection stipulations in 
Renewable Resource and Natural ‘nvimment Alternatives need to 
be included in the Preferred Alternative, 


TIMBER PRODUCTION 

The Natural Enviponment Alternative is, in our opinion, the best 
because “intensive management practices" of timber would only 

be allowed in special areas, rather than being relatively uncontrolled 
as in the Preferred Alternative. 

Also fuelwood demand projections need to include the effects 


139-13|,, possible woodsmoke pollution control ordinances which, 


——, 
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according to current trends in Colorado, may also affect 
198-13] the Little Snake Resource Area in Tr 


ORV's 

we were pleased to see that OV use is reduced in all 

alternatives. However, why does the kreferred Alternative 
139-14] recommend the highest acreages of OXV use, second only to the 

Commodity Production Alternative ( p. S-10)? 


ROW Corridors 


ROW restrictions are not comprehensive enough. In particular 
139-15 they need to include aNa's. ROW corridors also need to be 
coordinated with dorridors designated in neightoring xk's, 


to avoid uncoordinated planning of future utility and pipeh ines. 


GENSRAL BAFHASLS OF THe 2k 

I appreciated the fact tnat the Little Snake xk, pernaps more 
than some otner xiik's statewide, acknowledged tne increasing 
droves of public lands users who depend on public lands for 
other than consumptive uses and that tne 2k even attempted 

to derive economic values from tneir activites. The il. is 
involved in a delicate balancing act in attempting to define 
conflicting demands objectively. 


It is caught hetween pressure for development coming locally 

from tne hottom up and from the administration, from the top 

down. It is also caught between a past wnicn has relied primarily 
on extractive industries and gazing, and a futre which many feel 
will tend more toward recreation and tourism as an economic base. 


I would like to question an assumption, implied during the xiF's 
brief venture into philosophical speculation on page 3-85, that 
139-16 somehow local economic needs and tne larger societal need to 
preserve resources are incompatible. Local communities tnrough- 
out Colorado are finding that recreation can provide both a more 


140 


Duane Johnson - Program Manager May 6, 1986 
Bureau of Land Mgmt., Craig District 
455 Emerson 


Craig, Colorado 81625 


RE: Draft Management Plan 
Dear Mr. Johnson 


It has been brought to my attention that the Ant Hills area immediately north 
of Dinosaur National Monument is not being considered as an addition to any 
roadless area ie. wilderness. Having walked through the area on route to the 
north rim of Dinosaur I would personally highly recomend the addition of this 
area to a roadless/wilderness unit. The area ecotypically and geographically 
compliments the adjacent National Monument which more than deserves a buffer 
zone. 


Ss 
el ea 


Paul Kyabacher 

Reclamation Specialist - State of Colorado 
2882 Caboose Ave. 

Grand Jct., Colorado 

81503 


9 139 


environmentaly sound and economically stable source of 
revenue than traditional economic activities. «ecreation 


is the second largest source of revenue statewide and may 


139-16] loom larger in the Craig area economy as time goes on. and 


within the recreation industry, non-mechanized forms of 
recreation, such a boating and hiking compete well economically 
with more developed forms, such as hunting and CAV use, as 

the chart on page 3 - 7 indicates. 


The %L% could farther the recreation potential of tne Little 
Snake iesource Area by placing more emphasis in the final 1 
on resource proéection, ani deemphasizing tne more unstable 
and environmentally destructive economic activities. ly 
upgrading browse and big ghame habitat niore tnan now proposed, 
by active restoration of trout fisneries and otner recreation 
enhancing activities, tne ‘Li. could go far tward acuieving 
harmony between local ana “societal interests". 


— Rb 3nd b 
To quote sd sarston in the llign Country News »vin the west 
the time is ripe for a major economic shift. Tne decline of . 


mining, ranching, of oil and gas drilling and of power plant 

has created a partial economic vacuum, It is at least 
conceivable that extractiveeconomies which destroy the land could 
be replaced by economies which maintain or enhance the land." 


In this ahP, I would like to tne the iL. take more leadersnip 
in this direction. 


Thank you for this opportunity to comment. i app-eciate 
your coming all the way to Lenver to listen to tnose of us 
nere who take an interest in the Little Snake xesource area. 


Weil Meteo 
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MOFFAT COUNTY 
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May 8, 1986 


Department of Interior 4 
Bureau of Land Management f 
Craig District Office 

Little Snake River Resource Area 

1280 Industrial Ave. 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


Dear Sirs: 


The Moffat County Commissioners would like to address the Little Snake Resource 
Management Plan, We have written several residents of Moffat County and asked 
for their input. We, as Moffat County Commissioners, feel we speak for the 
people of Moffat County. We are elected directly by the people and feel we 
speak for, if not all, a good percentage of the people in Moffat County. 


~— 


The first item in your RMP that we would like to address is the wilderness 
areas. First, West Cold Springs, in listing your criteria, you admit there 
are several imprints left by man. There are several roads in the area. A 
good share of the area is close enough to Colorado 318 to hear the noise of 
trucks and cars. We don't feel this offers atrue wilderness area. You also 
state there are draws and canyons that provide isolation. We submit that in 
the western states there are thousands of draws and canyons that offer isola- 
tion. Also, in you West Cold Springs comments, you say that Beaver Creek is 
unique in Northwest Colorado because it is the only stream with public access 
that supports cut throat population. This is not true. There are several 
creeks in the Williams Fork drainage; Pagoda Creek, Slide Creek and South Fork 
of the Williams Fork, that have cut throat trout available. This area is open 
because it is in the national forest. We also think this would be a hard area 
to manage. We feel the cost of control would be extensive. 


At Cross Mountain, we don't feel the naturalness of Cross Mountain is any more 
spectacular than several other canyons located in the western United States. 
There are also many roads that have infringed on this area. There is a potential 
area for limestone mining in the north end of the canyon. We feel this should 

be kept open. Big Horn sheep hunting, that you mention, is doubtful at best. 

The sheep are controlled by the Colorado Department of Wildlife. Big Horn 

sheep hunting is very limited. Also you list your endangered species. It 

seems, in avariably in this part of the country, you always list the peregrine 
jand prairie falcon, but you always say "may". We don't feel there are any 
confirmed sightings of either of these birds in that particular area. We 
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do not believe these should be included unless you have proof the bird is 
nesting in the area. 


We feel the people of Northwest Colorado, as well as many other people in 

the state of Colorado, would like to see the Cross-Mountain area remain as 

it is today. The kayakers talked about using that area, but the canyon is 
much to rough at high water for anybody to traverse in a kayak, or any other 
boat. The only time they can traverse the river at all is at low water. In 
fact, at high water time, it is very dangerous and over the last several years 
the Sheriff of Moffat County has closed the Yampa River to all boating in that 
area. We feel this area should be kept open for oil and gas exploration. 


We attended a hearing in the Moffat County Courthouse in 1986 and listened to 
the testimony given. Most of those testifying for the wilderness area at 
Cross Mountain were not Moffat County residents. The testimony for the area 
to become a Wilderness Area came from residents from Routt County. These same 
Routt County residents are skiers. It seems odd they can take bulldozers up 
the sides of mountains, push over trees, stack them, burn them, run off the 
wild game and generally tear up the terrain; just so they can ski in the winter 
time. It seems strange to us they are opposed to any sort of development that 
doesn't fit in with exactly what they want. These people like to ski in the 
winter and kayak in the summer. Anything that doesn't agree with that, they 
are generally opposed to. 


We do not feel the Little Yampa, Juniper Canyon area should be included as a 
special recreation management area. People of this area for years have planned 
and fought for a dam built in Juniper Canyon. We feel the BLM is well aware of 
this fact and should take it into consideration, The majority of the people 
of Moffat County, and probably a majority of the people in Northwest Colorado, 
prefer a dam be built in that area. The dam has been planned for a number of 
years and the Moffat County Commissioners feel the time is right to develop 

the dam. We would ask that the Yampa River, along with Juniper Canyon remain 
as it is today, under a multiple use situation. In addressing this, you 
mention that twenty-seven (27) mile stretch of the river from Williams Fork 

to the west side of Duffy Mountain is becoming increasingly popular for those 
floating the river, we disagree. The river is seldom used. The river is used 
basicly from the Hayden area to the bridge south of Craig for most boat trips. 
The reason for this is the section of the river from Hayden to Craig contains 


141-4 fairly good trout and pike fishing. 


Once the river leaves Craig, it mostly contains suckers, some cat fish and 
occasional pike. We do not believe the river has been used as you indicate 
on table 319 in the Little Snake Resource Management Plan. 


You state the Yampa River has attained state wide and regional significance 
because of its recreational opportunities and generally natural environment. 
The national significance of this river is based on the fact that eight-three 
(83) miles from its confluence with the Williams River, to the confluence of 
the Little Snake River is listed on the National Park Service Nation Wide 
River Inventory List. 
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lands be used for the highest and best use. We believe the highest and best 
use of these lands in the area is to keep them in their current multiple 

use catagory. Maintaining the multiple use catagory will insure all lands be 
used for whatever the highest and best use of the said lands dictates, whether 
it dictates farming, drilling, mining, hunting, fishing or other outdoor 
recreation demands. 


It 1s our contention there is already mroe than sufficient acres of Colorado 
land designated as wilderness, why - needlessly add more! Moffat County is 
close to several hundred thousand acres of wilderness land located in the 
national forests. 


We believe the BLM has sufficient regulations at hand which will guarantee 

the preservation of subject lands for future generations without going to such 
extremes. We believe to place any of these areas into a wilderness designation 
will ultimately be beneficial to very few and will be very detrimental to the 
majority of the people in Moffat County as well as the United States. 


We would next like to address some issues on the Range Management Plan. As 

set forth, we feel the Range Management Plan would seriously injure producers 
in our area. We feel people are well aware of the fact. At this time ranchers 
and farmers nation wide are having serious problems trying to maintain. With 
thousands of todays ranchers going broke across our country, we feel it is a 
very bad time to put more restrictions where these people are trying to operate 
their livestock businesses. We feel wildlife and livestock numbers should be 
made proportionately equal. We feel the Department of Wildlife should be held 
more accountable for the number of wildlife they are trying to run on any 
particular range. In your study you go back over a five year period of time 

to do the study which show the numbers of wildlife. We believe that ina 
short five year period this puts these numbers disproportionately high. Had 
you used a database over a twenty year period, we feel the average might have 
been substantially lower and more truely reflect the number of wildlife over 
the last period of time. 


We feel the Department of Wildlife has tried to carry too many animals on 

too little range. We feel this was proven only three years ago when, with a 
severe winter, thousands of antelope, deer and elk died. Without the efforts 
of local citizens in Moffat County, many more thousands would have died. The 
Department of Wildlife takes a posture they should keep building the herds 

as large as they can. They never worry about how much range is needed to 
carry these herds or whose range they are carried on. A large share of these 
animals graze on land owned by private land owners, taking feed from private 
land owners that should be for their livestock. We feel, if you want to do a 
good job of trying to project what number the DOW should carry, go back for 
at least twenty (20) years and make the DOW prove they have the summer range 
as well as the winter range to carry the number of animals they would like to 
carry. Although the number of animals that died in the severe winter was 
very high, we feel if the Fish and Game Department would have been more lenient 
with their hunting, this catastrophe would never have happened. 
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We do not believe, and feel the facts prove the Yampa River does not fit as 
a wild and scenic river. There is too much development in that area. There 
is a railroad that runs beside the river from approximately the bridge south 
of Craig to the confluence of the Williams Fork. There are numerous power 
lines. There is a good share of irrigated land that continues into Browns 
Park. The river also carries to much sediment to meet the qualifications 
for a wild and scenic river, 


We disagree with the economic value of recreation in the Little Snake Resource 
Area. Under float boating and other boating, on recreation visitors day, you 
list 45,000 visitors days. Most of these days are spent floating through 
Dinosaur National Monument. At one time Craig had a large company involved 

in transporting people through Dinosaur National Monument. We feel this is 
where these figures came from. At the present time, this company is no 

longer in business, We do not believe there is a commercial carrier left in 
Moffat County to take people through Dinosaur National Monument on the river. 
Also, on Page 3-71, the statement follows: "BLM plays a large roll in supplying 
recreational resources in Moffat County and in Routt County. Winter activities 
and hunting, head the list of activities providing employment and income in 
Routt County. Hunting and float boating are major activities contributed in 
Moffat County's economy." We do not know where this idea commenced. As we 
stated earlier, there are no float boating firms left in Moffat County. They 
have moved out and have not been replaced. We assume float boating in Moffat 
sonny today is almost nonexistant as far as helping the economy of Moffat 
ounty. 


In reading through both the Wilderness Technical Supplement to the Little 
Snake and the Little Snake Resource Management Plan Environmental Impact 
Statement, we find most of your information, particularly about Moffat County, 
to be out dated. It was collected at a time when Moffat County still had an 
impact from power plants south of Craig. We do not believe the figures con- 
tained in either statement are good figures for Moffat County today. We feel 
if you want a true and accurate picture, you need to update your information 
contained in both studies to reflect what is actually happening in Moffat 
County in 1986, 


To emphasize our statement, we feel the people of Moffat County and Northwest 
Colorado would rather see a dam built on the Yampa River than anything else. 
We are including in our statement to you, a partial listing of signatures 
that were collected on petitions. The petitions were circulated for approxi- 
mately one week, Over 3,000 signatures were collected in one weeks time to 
back Juniper Cross Mountain Dam. We feel this is significant in that it 
Proves a good share of the people in Northwest Colorado would rather see a 
dam built on the Yampa River than to have the Yampa River restricted for 
development. 


We believe the BLM, as much as the County, is charged with insuring the use 
of all public lands be available to all of the American public and that the 
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We also feel since the livestock people pay to use the land they are on, 

they should be given some prefererice rather than people who use the land free. 
During your data gathering phase, the slate of preparers for the RMP consisted 
of BLM officials and their experts. No local livestock experts were used, 
thereby presenting a one sided point of view. The Department of Wildlife 
provided all of the information for the wildlife numbers presented in the 

RMP. No request was made by the BLM to the permitees for historic wildlife 


9141-8] numbers, which should have been provided. After all, most of the permitees 
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have been on the range land for most of thirty years and would have an accurate 
idea of historic wildlife numbers. They would have been glad to furnish these 
numbers for the wildlife study. The permitees are watched the whole time they 
have their livestock on the BLM ground. If it becomes over grazed their numbers 
are either cut or they are asked to mvoe off of BLM ground. This does not 
happen with the DOW. If they try to carry too much wildlife, they over graze 
or die, no one controls these numbers on BLM land only the Department of 
Wildlife controls, 


Historically, most elk herds are found in the high country. In the winter time 
they would move to the lower brush lands. Because of the large numbers of 

elk the DOW carries, they have spread basicly over Moffat County. This has 
caused problems for ranchers and farmers, not only from crop damage, but from 
grazing their private land, that historically their cattle and sheep could 
graze. 


Now we would like to address the minerals. One of our major concerns is the 
document has a definite negative approach and outlook towards those who derive 
their livelihood from public lands. The coal industry particularly, which 
provides thousands of jobs in Northwestern Colorado, and generates millions of 
dollars in royalties to the federal government. One half of this money is 
returned to Colorado and another portion is returned to the local county. 


The Moffat County Commissioners would take any steps necessary to avoid any 
negative impacts from your plan on coal development. It seems in your plan, 

any negative impacts from coal development are magnified almost out of proportion 
while beneficial impacts are essentially ignored. 


Contrary to most of the comments in your plan, it hinders more than helps 
development in Northwest Colorado. You leave over 630,000 acres of land 
identified as acceptable for further consideration for coal leasing. The 
management of adjacent areas is designated for such things as wildlife 
habitate, soil, water and recreation which may preclude development. 


The RMP should address the necessity to allow transportation of coal to markets 


141-10} be done as reasonably as possible. Also, corridors for transmission lines, 


water supplies and access for both employees and other supplies. We also object 
to the use of visual resource management classifications that assume that any 
activity by man will produce a negative visual impact irregardless of its 
location. While this may represent a purist attitude, we believe it does not 


141-1 


141-121 


142-1 


7 - 108 


141 


Department of Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
May 8, 1986 

Page - Six 


reflect the attitudes of the general public, particulary the residence of 
Northwest Colorado. We feel we have proof that the mines operating in our 
area today, the hole is covered as soon as the coal is stripped. The top 
soil is replaced and reseeded to vegetation. The land south of Craig is 
probably better than it was before the land was stripped. We believe before 
the plan is approved, the BLM should make an effort to further clarify those 
areas which actually contain surface or underground recoverable coal reserves 
and be platted on a map. 


In a couple of areas where BLM has designated coal tracts, these tracts are 
designated next to either a recreation management area or wildlife management 
area. We feel once this plan was put in place, anybody who would try to 
develop a mine Jn an area tnat bounds either a recreation area or a wildlife 
area would have considerable problems in getting the necessary permits, It 
would promote numerous future and existing conflicts. 


The Moffat County Commissioners recommend the RMP specify the boundary lines 
on the map be used as a general guide to management and not as lines defining 
the exact resource boundaries, Around mining tracts, we would particularly 
ask, if possible, the designation remain as it is today as a multiple use area 
to save any further problems from people who would not want a coal mine next 
to a recreation area. 


In closing, we would like to reiterate the Moffat County Commissioners feel 
very strongly this plan should not interfere in the operation of coal mines 
now or coal mines that may develop in the future. It should also not interfere 
with ranching operations that have gone on historically in Moffat County for 
years. Between energy and agriculture, it has been the economic base of 
Moffat. County over the past several decades. We do not feel the BLM should 
interfere in any way that would be a detriment to these industries. We would 
request that if it is at all possible, the BLM leave tne land they administer 
in our county under a multiple use situation. This has been this way for 
several years and we feel the BLM does a good job of administering the land 
under a multiple use plan. 


The Moffat County Commissioners feel this document is tantamount to land 
Classification or zoning. By Colorado law, zoning the responsibility of County 
government. We recommend this document be set aside until the Director of 

BLM has had an opportunity to assess its use. There appears to have been a 
large number of personnel changes during the preparation of these documents 
which could affect the use and continuity of data, and in some instances 
resulted in the lact of objective analysis due to unfamiliarity to the 
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Gary Visintainer 
Visintainer Sheep Co. 
P O Box 395 


Craig, Co. 81626 


Little Snake Resource Plan 
Bureau of Land Management 
Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Co. 81625 


Gentlemen; 

I would like to address three areas of concern to me. First is 
the area in which BLM owns no surface estate, instead only owns 
subsurface estate. It is me impression from the draft statement 
that the BLM is trying to dictate surface estate useage via sub- 
surface management plans. I believe no reference should be made 
as to how subsurface will be managed in reguard to surface estate, 
unless the BLM owns the surface or there is a written agreement 
with the estate owner. That is to say there should be no FMCA 
areas. These areas should be designated as mineral areas, either 
available for lease or nonavailable for lease. 143- 
The second area of concern deals with the drawing of finite 

lines so as to designate different areas of management. These 

finite lines indicat to me that an infinite amount of data has 

been collected over an extensive time span. This is to sat that 

the boundries were arrived at by data analysis, and not by man. 

From the draft statement itself, it is obvious that a very finite 

amount of data instead of an infinite amount of data was used. 

It is my concern that to alter management in the future may be 

difficult, even though erroneous data was used to define these 

areas. 


The third area of concern deals with the lack of adequate data 
collection prior to area designation. I feel that to alter future 
management practices in areaswny be extremely difficult, even 
though adequate data was not collected prior to designation. 
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Resource Study Area. Based on the foregoing finding, we feel the statement 
should be rewritten as a draft document and submitted again to the public 
for review and comment. 


Sincerely, 
al 
Deed rot De) 

Thomas E. LeFevre 

Chairman 

sjt 

Encl 
P.O. Box 604 
Glenwood Springs, CO 81602 
May 8, 1986 

William J. Pulford 


Craig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford, 


I understand that the B.L.M. has recommended against 
wilderness designation of Cross Mountain Wilderness Study Area, 
and I urge you to reconsider that decision. Unquestionably, 
Cross Mountain is of wilderness quality. The abundance and 
diversity of its wildlife perhaps make it a unique area in the 
state. 


The oil and gas potential of this area is miniscule in 
comparison to its wilderness values. There are tremendous 
reserves of oil and gas elsewhere in Colorado and in the West, 
but a wilderness such as Cross Mountain is irreplaceable. 

I hope you will act to protect this place for those of us 
who live here now and for future generations. 


Thank you very much. 


Sincerely, 
L- Jie x 
Aa Moffatt, iP 
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Bureau of Land Management 
Craig Oistrict Office 
455 Emerson St, 

Craig, vO. 81625 


To whom it may concern; 


thank you for this opportunity to review and comment on 
the Little Snuke nesource Munayement Flan and Environmental 
Impact Statement, 


Certain areas within the Little Snake Resource Area are 
of particular interest to me as recreational retrects, 
Over the past few years / have made several backpacking 
trips into Dinosaur National Monument, { feel that the 
Ant Hills, Chew winter Camo, Peterson Oraw, Tepee Driw, 
and Vale of Tears Study 4reas should be incorporated in 
our wilderiess preservation system. These areas act a8 

144-4] scenic corridor and an important buffer zone between 
increasing human activities and the fragile Dinosaur 

W ecosystem, 

It is not difficult for me to realize thit these study 
areas possess those wilderness qualities and characteristics 
established by Congress. /t is time that our public tang 


managers ind administrators act responsibly and carry out 
the intent ang letter of the law! 


Sincerely Yours; 
An 6. Pahor— 


| 
ft C. Parks 
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Bureau of Land Niatagenertt 
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Dear Sir hi 

ZT would Ihe te submit a few comments concern 
fhe Wideress Study Anea recommend atins as contained 
in Yhs Littl Snake 4escura Wanagement an. 

Discrimination aquinst wilderness is te chums con- 
clusion L haoe reached upon ro caioing He conments on the 
WsA's. Granted you did recommend Diamond Bucks , hut 
cansidering Ye amount of BUM land in the Little Snake 
6A, thix is poaltny. or Cross Mountan and west 
(old Spring you shayld hé Hunking of innovative 
ways to protect +he natured , wild; ¢ even rare anumds 
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May 8, 1986 


Palisade, CO 81526 
(303) 464-5329 


Mr. Bill Pulford, District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management, Craig District 
455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Co 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 


The following comments are on behalf of Friends cf the Earth; these comments ex~ 
pand on the oral testimony which I presented at the March 10, 1986 public hearing 
on the Little Snake Resources Management Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
Additionally, I have reviewed comments by the Sierra Club--Rocky Mountain Chapter, 
and the Colorado Native Plant Society. I wish to support and incorporate by refer- 
ence all of their comments, especially on wilderness and special maragement areas, 
and see no reason to repeat them here. 


Generally, I found the Little Snake RMP/EIS to be very deficient in a number of 
resource issues. In fact, it is one of the worst ones I have ever reviewed in 
terms of its lack of balance in treatment and recommendations on various resources. 
Renewable resources for the most part are given short shift and the grazing and 
oil and gas resources are given extremely favorable treatment in temns of number 
of acres allocated and lack of restrictions. This favoritisn towards certain re- 
sources runs throughout the EIS and is so severe that the structure of the DEIS 
does not meet NEPA and CEQ regulatios. I will cite a few examples of this problen 
‘and make some recommendations on how to revise this EIS, 


Upon reviewing the Planning Issues and Criteria on PP. 1-5 to 1-10 and comparing 
these issues to the actual analysis and recommendations of the alternatives, it 

is evident that the preferred alternative falls far short of stated actions in 

the issues section. For instance, the reconmendations under Issue 2 cite plans 
and actions needed on grazing. However, the body of the DEIS does not include 
maps of the allotments, making any analysis by the public impossible. It does 
have information on the range conditions of allotments, citing that 37% of the 
allotment acreage in the District is in poor condition with another 33% in un- 
known condition. It is clear both from the issues and criteria as well as the 
other sections in the DEIS that various management studies and actions need to 
occur PRIOR to the implementation of changes in grazing allotments. Yet the pre- 
ferred alternative appears to have no relationship or basis in fact te stated 
criteria~-it simply presents a typical grazing program which has no connection 

to the NEPA process supposedly being adhered to. It recommends an extensive por- 
tion of the Resource Area to remain open to unregulated grazing, and to top mat- 
ters off it proposes extensive range improvements which have no relationship to 
the earlier stated lack of data on range condition. I can draw no other conclusion 
than that the range improvements are simply a wish list of the local ranchers 

and the BIM is blatantly responding to one special interest group. 


RECOMMENDATION: Review the DEIS alternatives, and make appropriate changes to 
make them consistent with the stated issues and criteria. Redo the entire analy- 
sis of grazing in the DEIS. Do not recommend any range improvements in the DEIS. 
Include an analysis of the Holistic Resource Management (Savory) method) as a 
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The alternatives do not provide a clear distinction and different levels of use 
for an number of resources. Again it fallsshort of NEPA standards. The bias 
of the alternatives is clearly towards maximization of grazing and energy and 
mineral resources. Excepting wilderness and special management areas, the re- 
newable resources and natural environment alternatives are simply not significantly 
147-4] different enough from the current management and preferred alternatives to offer 
a meaningful choice. The preferred alternative does not differ substantially in 
the levels of production from the current management, nor does it offer a ba- 
Janced approach in terms of the amount of acreage and type of restric tions granted 
all of the resources. Most apparent is the lack of wilderness and special man- 
agement area recommendations. As pointed out in the Sierra Club and CNPS comments 
the acreages for these resources are miniscule compared to that allocated for 
grazing and oil and gas production throughout the area. The preferred alternative 
is a thin disguise for continuing the irregularities and deficiencies in the 
current management favoring certain industries. noanr Wh Pitiferd 
RECOMMENDATION: Revise the preferred alternative to offer more protection and 
more balanced acreages for resources other than grazing and oil and gas production. 
In lieu of revising the preferred alternative make the natural environment al- 
ternative the preferred one. Institute real protections in the preferred alter- 
ative-—ie. restrictions in terms of acreages and legal, enforceable, permanent 
Perotections like wilderness area, special management areas, and wild and scenic 
river eligibility. Using no-surface occupancy stipulations and special recreation 
management designations are ridiculous--these are not valid responses to the con- 
servationist's concerns about protections. After all, how would BIM enforce them? 
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In sum, the entire Draft RMP/EIS analysis and alternatives need to be redone to 
the extent that another Draft EIS should be compiled and released for public 
comment. Giving a few bones to the environmentalists, eg. a few more acres of 
wilderness recommended for the Final EIS will not solve the NEPA deficiencies in 
this document nor offer a balanced use of resources. I urge at the minimum the 
Sierra Club recommendations be included as final recommendations, but more speci- 
fically urge a total revision of the Draft EIS to incorporate a balanced approach 
to all resources. 
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May 8, 1986 


Mr. William J. Pulford 
Craig District Manager, BLM 
455 Enterson St. 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Sir: 


I think it is an extraordinary proposal that the 
Cross Mountain District not be considered in its 
entirety for wilderness designation. 


The area is fantastic, ecologically diverse, and 
crucial habitat for many threatened and endangered 
species. 


150-1] me opportunity to designate wilderness is itself 
W quickly becoming endangered, and with the idea 
that oil and gas takes precedence over our 
invaluable living natural resources, we are 
ruining irreplaceable assets. 


Please reconsider and designate Cross Mountain 
area the appropriate wilderness protection it deserves, 


1 . 
ee Yey -Q 


Barbara W. Irwin 
Great Sand Dunes National Monument 
Mosca, CO 81146 
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Meeker, Colorado 61641 
(303) 624-4451 
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I protest the plan to restrict the use of motorcycles and all terrain 
vehicles in the Sand Wash Basin area west of Maybelle, Colorado. 


Bo Stambaugh 
Merle W. Nash 
Nick Sharp 
Dennis Russell 
Jennifer Bowers 
John Berger 

Tim Pingleton 
Alan R. Luksik 
Glen Bronnenberg 
R.G. Rapp 
Richard Lamys 
Kami Ross 

Ed Burton 

David A, Gibeau 
Paul W. Smith 
Dennis Wah) 
Michael R. McIntosh 
Vicki L. Bowers 
Thomas E. Whiddon 
Stan Stafford 
Rick Fisher 
Cliff Campbell 
Mack Spitellie 
Jim Cox 

Salvator Riele 
Glen W. Clark 
Allan/Linda Murcek 


John Whitt 

Rick Barber 
Robert A. Bryant 
Siby] Carle 

Sue Stambaugh 
Don W. Markley 
Greg Samuelson 
Larry Bereyrak 
Patrick D. Guersin 
Chris Kille 
Myron Riewe 
Kathi Ross 

Wayne A. Melon 
Barbara Gibeau 
Stephen A. Riley 
Chuck Baker 

Craig Meade 
Keith/Kelli Rholl 
deff Roman 
Dennis A. Johnson 
Scott A. Helms 
Dottie Adams 
Robin Babin 

Bob Davis 

R.J. Seib, Jr. 
Pete Mathers 


COMMENTS TO THE DRAFT 
LITTLE SNAKE 


David Dworakowsk{ 
Bob Van Dover 
Doug Baker 

Ken Heaberlin 

Ken Simpson 

Dan Allen 

Al Bender 

Dan Koler 

dim Vail 

Joe Zuniga 

denny Burton 

Nick Ross 

Carol L. Nelson 
Thomas R. Armstong 
Bud Baker 

Joseph M. Sack 
David M. Hernandez 
Jim Townsend 

Kate Townsend 

Bil] Fletcher 
Bob/Kay Helms 
Michael G. Wheeler 
Sharon Graham 
Randy Purcell 
Charles F. Chert 
Alan C. Selch 
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND 


ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND 
WILDERNESS TECHNICAL REPORT 





By 


May 9, 1986 oe ay 


HAND DELIVERED 


GENERAL STATEMENTS: 


One of our major concerns is that the document has a definite negative 
approach and outlook towards the paying users of the public lands, such as ranching, 
agriculture and the energy industries, while the non-paying users are looked upon 
more favorably. The BLM should make more of an effort to maintain the industries 
that provide for thousands of jobs in Northwestern Colorado which generate millions 
of dollars of rentals and royalties back to the public. One-half of these monies 
are returned to Colorado and to the local counties. Provisions for the non-paying 
users of public lands should be insured, but certainly not to the detriment of 
those that derive their livelihood from these lands. 


Mr. Duane Johnson 

Team Leader Little Snake Draft RMP/EIS 
Bureau of Land Management 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Mr. Johnson: 


Colowyo Coal Company would like to thank you for the opportunity to pro- 
vide the attached comments in regards to the Little Snake Draft RMP/EIS. These 
comments will serve to reiterate and expand upon our written comments of May 3, 


The concept of Management Priority Areas appears to have some merit for 
1985 and oral testimony on March 12, 1986. 


the management of special resource values, but the concept has many weaknesses. 


We realize that to develop a comprehensive management plan which incor- The concept seems to have done away with the "Multiple Use" concept the 
porates as large an area as the Little Snake Resource Area with all the complex 182-1) BLM has traditionally used for resource management and has replaced it with a 
multiple resources was an immense task and the BLM should be commended for its single use concept. 
efforts. 

Many of the areas are designated for a single use such as wildlife, soil 
and water constraint areas, and recreation areas, and will be managed at the 
enyenss of the remaining multiple land uses for the life of this document, perhaps 

years. 


We did, however, find the Draft EIS to be a very confusing document to 
follow. The format was particularly difficult to follow especially with the many 
proposed management actions and related issues. . 


We hope that the BLM will consider our comments and will develop a useful, 


Many of the Management Priority areas, such as the FMCA areas, are 
more realistic management plan in the Final RMP/EIS. 


imposed on areas of private or state owned lands. The BLM has imposed management 

162-2] constraints on the private and state surface based on its ownership of the mineral 
resources of these lands. These constraints should be restricted to surface 
lands administered by the BLM. 


Sincerely, 


COLOWYO COAL COMPANY 


RG Maron f me 


R.G. Atkinson 
Chief Reclamation Engineer COAL: 


We recommend that the BLM reevaluate the Management Priority Area concept 
to ensure that it is not used arbitrarily and in such a manner that would preclude 
private property rights of lands not managed by the BLM, 


RGA/ ym] Although the Draft RMP states that 638,000 acres of land would be identi- 
fied as acceptable for further consideration for federal coal leasing, the manage- 
ment of adjacent areas designated for wildlife habitat, soils/water, or recreation 

ay preclude development. The RMP should address the necessity to allow for trans- 

162-3 portation corridors from coal areas through other RMP alternative management areas 
in order to transport coal to a market, provide transmission line and water supply 
access, and access for employees, supplies and services. 


cc: Central Files 
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Some of the areas that have been delineated under the Preferred Alterna- 
tive may be acceptable for further consideration for coal leasing, but in fact do 
not contain surface or underground mineable reserves. We believe the 638,000 acre 
figure overexagerates the realistic acreage of lands that contain mineable coal 
reserves. 


An example would be parts of the Great Divide area. We believe the BLM 
should have sufficient information from USGS to accurately delineate areas con- 
taining surface or underground coal reserves that could be mined in the Great Divide 
area in the foreseeable future. The BLM has inappropriately applied unsuitability 
criteria in areas that will not be mined in the foreseeable future. The BLM should 
remove unsuitability designations from areas that do not have mineable coal, par- 
ticularly the two township FMCA 1 area north of Craig. 


RECREATION: 


We have reviewed the "Nationwide Rivers Inventory" which discusses the 
purpose and methodologies used by the Nationa] Park Service during the first 
nationwide inventory of significant free flowing rivers. 


In the "Methodology" section (page 3, part 3 - Cultural Development), the 
document states that "River segments having a cumulative point-per-mile total of 
100 or more were disqualified, Remaining segments were retained for further evalu- 
ation." 


When reviewing the "Cultural Development Scoring Sheet" for the Yampa 
River, the river was considered as one segment from the Little Snake River conflu- 
ence to the river's source (confluence of Wheeler Creek and Bear River). Evalu- 
ating the Yampa River in this manner has given the false impression that the river 
"qualifies" because of low total points per mile of 36. In fact, the river has 
distinct sections where the points per mile would far exceed the 100 points per 
mile limiting criteria. These segments of the river would be "disqualified" by 
the Inventory Rating Criteria, but fall short when weighed against the long 
stretches of the river that are undeveloped and are rated “qualified” by the 
rating criteria. 


In a USDI/BLM letter dated September 19, 1980 from Charles W. Luscher, 
Acting State Director to-Barry A. Tollefson, Project Leader, Nationwide Rivers 
Inventory, Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, the BLM recommended that 
the section of river from Milk Creek to the Duffy Tunnel be considered for inclu- 
sion due to the presence of outstanding values. 


Since the BLM has in the past looked at distinct sections of the river to 
determine their eligibility, we recommend that the BLM reevaluate the Yampa River 
again in order to determine those sections of the river which meet the eligibility 
requirement and those distinct sections of the river that do not meet the eligi- 
bility requirements of either a wild, scenic or recreational river. 


Until the Yampa River is reevaluated, we assume that the BLM will manage 
ithe river according to the federal procedures to avoid or mitigate adverse effects 
ion NRI streams. The BLM will then, in effect, be able to manage the entire Yampa 

iver as an NRI river although there are sections of the river that do not fit the 
ating criteria. We urge the BLM to reevaluate the Yampa River as soon as practic- 
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resource development and public land use other than primitive or semi-primitive 
settings and opportunities. For example, all of the discussions in the use of 
Visual Resource Management classifications assume that any activity by man will 
produce a negative visual impact irregardless of its location. While this may 
represent a purist attitude, we believe that it does not reflect the views of the 
general public and particularly the residents of Northwest Colorado. Colowyo 
recommends that the BLM revise its classification system to provide a more 
realistic and practical viewpoint. 


The BLM should also be aware that designation of special recreation areas 
and special management areas may, in light of the proposed new EPA regulations to 
contro] fugitive dust, effectively force closure of all surface mines in Northwest 
Colorado.. We recommend that the BLM reevaluate these special management areas in 
order to determine the possible effects any new EPA/PSD regulations would have on 
local industries. 


WILDLIFE HABITAT: 


In general, many of the sections dealing with wildlife are lacking an 
adequate information data base, Many questionable conclusions have been drawn 
based on subjective judgments rather than field information, leaving the reader 
with questionable proposed actions and conclusions. We believe that many of the 
Management decisions are based on limited or no information and could be flawed. 
We recommend that the BLM reevaluate the wildlife sections of the document in 
order to ensure the management decisions are objective rather than subjective. 


The Draft RMP makes a statement on page 4-77 that surface mining activi- 
ties and oi] and gas development in Axial Basin would cause a loss of Mule Deer 
critical winter range. To our knowledge, coal, oi] and gas reserves are not 
within the areas of Axial Basin that are considered critical winter range. These 
reserves are located in areas at a higher elevation than the critical winter range 
in the Axial Basin region, 


Further, the Draft RMP makes additional comments in regards to winter 
range in Axial Basin. For example, on page 4-24, the Draft RMP states: 


“Under the Current Management and Energy and Minerals alterna- 
tives, critical winter range in Axial Basin southwest of Craig 
would have the potential of being developed. This area repre- 
sents 13 percent of the total mule deer and 53 percent of the 
total elk critical winter range on BLM land in the resource 
area. It supports a winter density of 50 to 100 mule deer per 
square mile. Because critical winter ranges are near or at 
carrying capacity, a high percentage of displaced animals would 
be lost. Therefore, every square mile of habitat loss would 
translate into a loss of 50 to 100 mule deer, a significant 
decrease in the total population.” 


We disagree with the statement that the Axial Basin critical range is at 
or near carrying capacity. We believe that during most years, the deer population 
utilizing the deer critical winter range in Axial Basin is well above the carrying 
capacity of the critical winter range during a critical winter. 


152-6) 


152-7 


& 152 


able in order to avoid unnecessary and unwarranted regulation of the paying users 
of adjacent public lands. 


We do not believe that the section of the river from the confluence of 
the Williams Fork River to the confluence of Milk Creek would qualify as eligible 
for protection management as a special recreation area since the BLM only controls 
a relatively narrow strip of land and the area already has powerlines, a railroad 
spur, numerous roads, and numerous agricultural improvements, resulting in a land- 
scape far from the semiprivate designation in the document. 


The Draft RMP states on page 2-69, concerning the Little Yampa/Juniper 
Canyon Special Recreation Management area that "Protective management is needed 
to maintain desired semiprimitive settings and opportunities that would be lost 
through other noncompatible uses such as mining". 


We believe that the upper Little Yampa Canyon unit does not contain a 
semiprimitive setting due to the numerous improvements in the area, and further 
protection to maintain a nonexistant semiprimitive setting is certainly not neces- 
sary. 


The Draft RMP also states on page 2-69 "Management of the upper Little 
Yampa Canyon unit would be the same as described above, except that necessary 
activity associated with development of the proposed Iles Mountain coal tract (if 
leased) would be considered and evaluated on a case-by-case basis". 


We suggest that to be consistent with the apparent definition of a 
"Special Recreation Management area" the so designated management area located 
along the Yampa River should begin at the confluence of Milk Creek, rather than 
the Williams Fork River. Present use of the upper Little Yampa Canyon by float- 
boaters certainly should be maintained, but not to the detriment of the present 
or future paying users of the public lands. 


The Draft RMP should also recognize that further development of coal 
resources in the Danforth Hills as well as the Iles Mountain coal tract may also 
have to be evaluated in terms of further access needed along the Yampa River for 
transportation of coal to a market, powerline and water supply access and possible 
access for employees, supplies and services. 


Colowyo currently utilizes the railspur, part of which includes a rail- 
road right-of-way grant from the BLM, along the upper Yampa Canyon stretch of the 
Yampa River to transport coal from the Colowyo Mine in the Danforth Hills, and 
future development of these coal reserves may require further access to the Yampa 


152-8)River. In addition, this designation could inhibit necessary maintenance on the 
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railroad, which would inhibit Colowyo's ability to produce coal, which would reduce 
federal royalties. The document should specifically recognize that maintenance 
of the Colowyo railspur will be ongoing in this area. 


Colowyo has a conditional water right on the Yampa River to pump water 
from the river to a proposed reservoir on Milk Creek. Establishment of a Special 
Recreation Use Area would inhibit Colowyo's ability to develop the water right. 


Throughout the document, and in particular the sections dealing with 
recreation, the overriding emphasis appears to reflect a negative attitude towards 
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Normal winter weather in the region allows the deer population to 
increase far above the numbers that can be supported during a critically severe 
winter. In fact, the DOW target deer population for the affected Game Management 
Units is probably far in excess of the numbers that can be supported on the critical 
winter range during a critical winter. 


A perfect example is the severe winter of 1983-84 when deep, crusted 
snows and below OOF temperatures caused a near 100 percent mortality in the fawn 
crop and perhaps 50 percent mortality on the remaining deer population on the 
winter range. These losses occurred not because of development in the area, 
rather the losses occurred because the DOW allows the deer population to build up 
above the carrying capacity of the critical winter range. 


The draft EIS should recognize that severe losses will occur on the 
critical winter range in Axial Basin during a critical winter regardless of whether 
there is additional development in the region or not. These losses would 
further increase if the DOW goals of an increased deer population in the region 
are achieved. 


We certainly agree that surface development in the Axial Basin region 
would affect the wintering populations of deer and elk. We do believe that there 
is enough data concerning this region and knowledge is available concerning the 
wildlife that the BLM can do better than offer an outdated, oversimplified state- 
ment that equates acres of habitat lost to a corresponding number of deer lost. 


On page 4-22, the Draft RMP addressed the possible impact of coal mining 
activities to sagegrouse strutting areas and breeding grounds. 


The BLM should be aware that most of the sagegrouse breeding grounds are 
located in the lower elevations of the Danforth Hills towards Axial Basin and are 
outside of possible mining areas. 


Although most of the sagegrouse breeding grounds are located in the lower 
elevation of Axial Basin, much of the broad rearing habitat is located in the 
middle to higher elevations of the Danforth Hills associated with the longterm 
water sources and associated wet meadow type vegetation. In many cases these broad 
rearing habitats are much further than two miles from the breeding grounds. 


The Draft RMP narrative attempts to leave the reader with an unrealistic 
scenario as to the possible impact that coal development would have on the sage- 
grouse population in the region. The BLM should reevaluate the analysis of the 
potential effects of coal mining on sagegrouse populations to more accurately 
reflect the biological habits of the sagegrouse populations versus the potential 
locations of mining disturbances. 


Page 4-63, Issue 1-1, Coal 
The draft EIS makes the following statements regarding coal development 


and its effect on hunting: 


“Development of coal reserves would most seriously affect 


152-13 hunters and those individuals desiring semiprimitive settings 


and opportunities. Less area would be available for hunting; 
therefore, hunters would be forced onto other public land 
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areas, thus diminishing user expectations. . . Continued 
leasing of coal resources under all alternatives would close 
some areas to public use." 


We do not believe that these two statements are entirely true. 


The reader is left with the impression that all prospective coal devel- 
opment areas are comprised entirely of public lands that are fully open to public 
hunting and other recreational uses. 


In the majority of instances, the opposite is in fact true. In most 
instances, the areas of prospective coal development is of mixed public/private 
surface ownership or entirely private ownership. In many cases the private lands 
currently surround public lands. As a result, public hunting has historically not 
been available on any of the lands, whether private or public surface. 


Coal leasing or coal development of these areas would not change the 
availability of the lands for public hunting. If public hunting has historically 
been unavailable on these lands prior to the involvement of the coal developers, 
phere is certainly no reason to believe public hunting would be available in the 

uture. 


The Draft RMP should also recognize that although many coal development 
areas remain closed to public hunting, many coal company employees are given the 
opportunity to hunt on these lands. In effect, the introduction of coal develop- 
ment to some lands will actually result in increased hunting and other recreational 
uses many times greater than the historical uses. 


WATER RESOURCES: 


Page 4-38 
The first par agfape cites three streams, Trout Creek, Milk Creek and 


Foidel Creek, as having elevated levals of total dissolved solids and sulfate con- 
centrations due to coal mining activities. We believe that the narrative may have 
inadvertently substituted Milk Creek for Middle Creek. 


In the third paragraph, the Draft RMP states that “erosion of road 
surfaces and unreclaimed mine spoils during storm events would increase the sedi- 
ment reaching stream channels". This is in fact not true. Assuming that “stream 
channels" refers to perennial streams, federal and state laws require that all 
surface drainage from a coal mine must pass through a sediment contro] structure 
and cannot be discharged until meeting certain effluent standards. Therefore, any 
additional sediment entering a stream channel would not originate from a mining 
disturbance. In fact, due to the stringent effluent standards regulating the dis- 
charge from these ponds, the discharge is often times much higher in quality than 
the receiving stream. 


Nowhere in the Draft EIS is there any reference to the proposed construc- 
tion of the Juniper/Cross Mountain Dam projects. We suggest that this document 
is not complete unless the BLM analyzes the economic impact the RMP policies would 
have on these two projects. We believe the BLM should also recognize the over- 
whelming support given to these projects by the residents of Northwest Colorado. 
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NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 





1412 Sixteenth Street, N.W., Washington, DC. 20036-2266 (202) 797-6800 





May 8, 1986 


Mr. Duane Johnson 
Program Manager 


. BLM Craig District Office 


455 Emerson 
Craig, Colorado 81625 


Dear Mr. Johnson: 


As was agreed upon in your conversation of May 7, 1986, 
with Kathleen Patnode, the National Wildlife Federation is 
submitting its comments on the Little Snake Resource Area 
Plan/EIS on May 12, 1986. The National Wildlife Federation is 
the nation's largest conservation/education organization, with 
4.5 million members and supporters in 51 states and 
territories, including the State of Colorado. 


We appreciate the opportunity to participate in the 
development of a management plan for the Little Snake Resource 
Area which balances the Bureau's multiple-use objectives. 


Sincerely, 
David Alberswerth 


Acting Director 
Public Lands & Energy Division 


Enclosure 
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INTRODUCTION 


The primary interests of the National Wildlife Federation 
in the proposed Little Snake Resource Management Plan relate to 
the impacts on wildlife of the following six basic issue areas: 
withdrawal review, oil and gas leasing and development, coal 
management, livestock grazing, terrestrial habitat management, 
and riparian area management. We will examine each of these 
issue areas in turn. 


WITHDRAWAL REVIEW: 


According to the draft RMP, “the Bureau would actively 
Pursue the revocation of all withdrawals in the resource area, 
except for public water cseserves, and those withdrawals related 
to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Park Service, 
and U.S. Forest Service." (p.2-18)2/ Under Section 202 of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act, 43 U.S.C. §1712(1982), 
all decisions concerning prior withdrawals must be reviewed in 
the course of developing resource management plans, and can be 
revoked or modified only if they are consistent with land use 
Planning authorized under the Act. However, no specific 
information is provided in this RMP as to the location of the 
lands in question, their current usage, the intent of the 
withdrawal, or most importantly, the environmental impacts of 
the proposed revocations. 


1/tt is unclear from the discussion presented in the RMP 
whether or not the review of existing withdrawals will include 
consideration of classifications. However, our comments here 
apply to both withdrawals and the subcategory of withdrawals 
known as classifications. 
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Given these facts, we recommend that the Bureau provide the 
public with the detailed information on each withdrawal being 
considered for revocation and the opportunity to comment on the 
Proposed action within the context of the Little Snake RMP as 
mandated by Section 309 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act, 43 U.S.C. §1739(1982). 


In addition, the Bureau must comply with the Order entered 
by the Federal District Court of the District of Columbia on 
February 10, 1986 in CA No.85-2238 as follows: the Bureau may 
not revoke, terminate, or otherwise modify withdrawals; nor may 
it take any action inconsistent with the specific restrictions 
of a withdrawal or classification in effect on January 1, 1981, 
including but not limited to the issuance of leases, the sale, 
exchange, or disposal of land or interests in land, the 
granting of rights-of-way, or the approval of any plan of 
operations. 


Oil and Gas Leasing and Development: 


With respect to the Draft Plan's treatment of oil and gas 
leasing and development within the Resource Area we have the 
following comments: 


1) The emphasis on encouraging development throughout the 
entire resource area, as indicated by the plan's assertion that 
as a general rule, public land would be available for oil and 
gas leasing,"(p.2-13) biases the results of the proposed 
Management plan and conflicts with the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act's mandate that: 


The public lands be managed in a manner that will protect 
the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, 


ae 153 


4) By the RMP's admission, the effects on wildlife "for a 
single project might be minimal, but the cumulative impacts 
from several projects in an area might be substantial." 
(p.4-25) Furthermore, the RMP indicates that "5-year 
development" plans are requested of oil and gas lease holders 
indicating that the Bureau considers such plans essential to 
its ability to manage the resource in this area.(p.3-26) 
Therefore, these 5-year development plans should be adopted as 
a requirement for all new leases and the agency should require 
such plans of all existing leases, 


5) The Draft Plan fails to adequately examine and analyze 
the cumulative adverse impacts from oil and gas development. 
This is particularly important for oil and gas leasing because: 
1) these is no subsequent opportunity to examine cumulative 
impacts, and 2) the RMP agrees that the adverse cumulative 
impacts of oil and gas development upon wildlife may by 
substantial. The BLM, therefore, is obligated under the 
National Environmental Policy Act to prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement on this issue. The analysis of the Draft Plan 
clearly fails to meet these obligations, and the BLM should 
refrain from issuing and new oil and gas leases, or approving 
any new applications for permits to drill, until such an EIS is 
completed and approved. 


6) The document mis-uses "no surface occupancy 
stipulations" (NSO's,.)" Several large areas are proposed for 
leasing with NSO's (Table 2-29). These areas are too large to 
accomodate directional drilling, and leases should not be 
issued in such circumstances. The Little Snake Resource Area 
BLM staff should note the conclusions of the BLM in the 
Headwaters Resource Management Plan: 


A rule of thumb is that oil and gas resources over 
one-half mile from a drill site probably cannot be 
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environmental, air and atmospheric, water resource, and 
archeological values; that, where appropriate, will 
preserve and protect certain public lands in their natural 
condition; that will provide food and habitat for fish and 
wildlife and domestic animals; and that will provide for 
outdoor recreation and human occupancy and use...(43 U.S.C. 
$1701 (a)(8)) 


2) Although defined as a balance of multiple-use 
objectives, the preferred alternative calls for far less 
compromise in oil and gas development than it does for 
renewable resources protection. For these resources, the 
preferred alternative mandates only a 2.4% increase in “no new 
leasing" acreage and a 6.6% increase in acreage under 
stipulations from the energy and minerals alternative. On the 
other hand, the transition from the renewable resources 
alternative to the preferred alternative calls for a 36% 
decrease in “no new leasing” acreage and an 8.4% decrease in 
land covered by stipulations.(p.2-75) In light of the fact 
that over 95% of the resource area is presently under lease for 
oil and gas (p.4-25), we propose a re-evaluation of the balance 
between oil an gas development and non-commodity management. 


3) Our concern for habitat disturbance from oil and gas 
development is heightened in several specific areas including 
winter range and concentration areas in Irish Canyon and 
Limestone Ridge; critical winter range in Cross Mountain; and 
ecitical winter range and extensive raptor nesting sites in 
Little Yampa Canyon-Juniper Mountain.(p.4-25) With populations 
in these environments at or near carrying capacity, “physical 
destruction of wildlife habitat and loss of habitat for the 
life of an oil and gas field could be one of the more 
significant impacts."(p.4-24) Therefore, we recommed that 
protection of the latter three areas be intensified through 
ACEC designation as is proposed for Irish Canyon. 
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drained without directional drilling. Directional 
drilling in structurally complex areas is unproven and 
we have assumed it is not feasible in our assessment of 
environmental impacts, Therefore, if no surface 
occupancy areas are over one-half mile wide, the area 
More than one-half mile from an occupancy site is not 
leased, since the feasability of developing oil and gas 
from beneath it is poor. In some cases of extreme 
topography, this distance is reduced to one-quarter 
Mile, (pg. 55, Final Headwaters Resource Area RMP/EIS, 
November 1983, BLM.) 


7) The document mis-applies seasonal restrictions. 
Seasonal restrictions may be appropriate for mitigating impacts 
from exploration and limited development activities. However, 
seasonal restrictions may not be applicable to an operating 
field which requires continual maintenance, In such cases, 
such seasonal restrictions May Create serious safety hazards. 
Therefore, seasonal restrictions are of questionable use in 
mitigating the potential impacts of oil and gas operations. 
The Plan should identify and Propose mitigating measures whi 
will protect wildlife and other natural resources within the 
Resource Area from the impacts of field development and 
Operations, We suggest that it should do so in conjunction 
with the EIS which is clearly required for oil and gas leasing 
within the Resource Area, as discussed under #5 above. 


8) The RMP's analysis of oil and gas development impacts is 
critical. The development potential of this resource is 
clrearly not speculative, nor a remote possibility. The RMP 
quite clearly indicates that the potential for major oil and 
gas developments is favorable. (p. 3-23) It also indicates 
that 131,196 acres are within KGS's. This fact further 
supports the need for the BLM to prepare an environmental 
impact statement as discussed under #5 above. 


9) The documents fails to adequately examine and analyze 
the cumulative adverse impacts of all energy development upon 
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wildlife. Page A2-17 indicates that 37,960 acres 
of the resource area are unsuitable for coal leasing due to the 


-6- 
Por example, 
presence of “severe winter range" for mule deer and elk, 
However, the maps on pages 3-24 and 3-25 indicate that large 
parts of this same area are within a Known Geologic Structure 
for oil and gas development, and the other areas considered 
unsuitable for coal leasing are not proposed for closure to oil 
and gas leasing. This is compounded by the fact that the 
Trapper Coal Mine is immediately adjacent to these 
properties. Given the extensive proposals for oil and gas 
development, the proposal for dramtically increased coal 
leasing, and the admitted threats to wildlife and other 
resources from these activities, the RMP's complete failure to 
examine, analyze, and propose effective management actions to 
mitigate the cumulative adverse impacts these actions is a 
(See also, attached 
BLM, October 


serious problem which must be addressed. 
letter from NWF to Carol MacDonald, Team Leader, 
7, 1983.) 


10) The RMP/EIS appears to fail to address the question of 
managing existing oil and gas leases within the resource area. 
While the RMP notes that over 90% of the RA is under lease (p. 
3-23), no attention is paid to projecting the future 
development of these leases, their potential impact upon the 
environment, the legal authority of the BLM to restrict and 
mitigate the development of these leases, nor are any 
proposals to implement such restrictions or 
In fact, 


alternative 
measures considered or discussed. in 
the Draft RMP otherwise concludes leasing and 

should be restricted, no action is proposed for 


the discussion of the Vale of 


mitigiation 
areas which 
development 
existing leases. For example, 
Tears area states that “the area would be open to oil and gas 
leasing with a no-surface-occupancy stipulation on new leases 


to maintain the semiprimitive values of the area.” However, 
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Fundamentally, 
on “interest expressed by industry, proximity to existing and 


the coal management plan appears to be founded 


Proposed coal leases, and exploration where resource data has 
been obtained.*(p.A2-1) During this stage of planning, the 
delination of the planning area should be based on coal 
resource information and multiple-use management, without the 
reliance on the “current interest of industry" that is 
indicated. (p.A2-1) 
163-1 
2) Overall, 
in renewable resources management than coal leasing often 


the RMP calls for considerably more concessions 


neglecting to protect crucial winter habitats, mating and 
parturation areas, riparian zones, and endangered species' 
habitats. 


consequences of the energy/mineral 


For instance, comparing the environmental 
alternative to those of the 
preferred alternative reveals that no concessions have been 
made to alleviate the potential surface mining disturbance to 
70% of the aspen communities. Therefore, even in the preferred 
alternative there exists a high potential for significant 
adverse impacts to deer fawning and elk calving/wintering 


habitat. (p.4-22) 


183-1 


3) As mandated by the Endangered Species Act of 1973, all 
federal agencies must insure that federal activities do not 
destroy or modify habitat determined to be critical. 
applying Criterion #11-Bald and Golden Eagle Nests, the plan 
states that buffer zones will be determined in consultation 
with the Fish and Wildlife Service. 
three (p. A2-13) empowers the surface management agency to 
decrease these critical zones based soley on their appraisal 
that the eagle will not be adversely affected, neglecting the 
commitment to consult "the Colorado Division of Wildlife and 
the U.S. Pish and Wildlife Service before implementing projects 
that might affect threatened and endangered species 


In 


However, exception number 
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existing leases which are covered by a “wilderness study area” 
restriction would be allowed to develop their leaseholds -- and 
the wsa stipulation would be dropped from these leases. (See 
The RMP should 
address these existing leases, particularly for the areas which 


also discussion above of NSO mis-application.) 


it has otherwise concluded that development should be limited 
or prevented. 


11) The Little Snake Resource Area Umbrella Environmental 
Assessment for Oil and Gas Activities is an inadequate 
analysis of the potential impacts of development. Not only has 
significant time elapsed since the preparation of this 
document, but significant new events have occured and new 
information is available to the BLM regarding oil and gas 
For example, the Draft Plan, itself, 


that the cumulative impacts of oil and gas development pose 


development. concludes 


substantial adverse impacts to wildlife. This conclusion calls 
into question the "finding of no significant impact" made 

The RMP/EIS cannot use this outdated 
and inadequate EA to substitute for its obligations to analyze 


nearly five years ago. 
the potential impacts of oil and gas development. Moreover, 
the EA cannot, 
for BLM's obligations to develop a management plan which 
complies with the mandates of FLPMA. 


under any circumstances, be used to substitute 


Coal: 





With respect to the Draft Plan's treatment of coal leasing 
and development within the Resource Area we have the following 
comments: 


1) As in oil and gas development, a disproportionate 
Management scheme is proposed for coal production. 
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habitat."(p.2-14) In order to prevent a "whittling away" of 
the pre-established zones, we recommend that all negotiations 
take place during the initial consultations with the P&WS 
thereby establishing buffers for the duration of the RMP, 
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4) In addition, some confusion exists regarding the annual 
period of “no activity" to protect nesting golden eagles. 
While the results section stipulates closure between February 1 
and July 31 (p.A2-13), the May 21, 1984 PaWS letter (Exhibit B) 
calls for no activity from July 1 to February 15. Considering 
the seriousness of this stipulation, we request a correction of 
this misstatement be made. 


5) In comparing the consultation letter from the Colorado 
Department of Natural Resources-Mined Land Reclamation Division 
with the application of Criterion #19:Alluvial Valley Floors, 
four stream sections which the state identified have not been 
recognized by the draft as either actual or potential AVFs 
(Tables A2-7 and A2-8). Despite the discrepancy, no 
explanation has been offered for the elimination of three 
sections of the Yampa and five sections of the Wilson from the 
state's recommendation. The plan should state why and on what 
basis the Bureau made these determinations. 


6) In addition, the plan acknowledges that “because 
critical winter ranges are usually at or near carrying 
capacity, any disturbance that removes habitat or displaces 
animals would result in mortality.*(p.4-22) with 
respect to critical wintering habitat, “the impacts resulting 
from mining would continue throughout the life of the plan 
because successful reclamation could not be achieved within ten 
years." (p. 4-24) successful reclamation of 
aspen-dominated habitat, the most important elk calving and 
deer fawning habitat in the resource area, has not been 


Furthermore, 


In actuality, 
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Proven.(p.4-77) Therefore, the Colorado Division of Wildlife 
recommends 504,620 acres (611,878 acres less overlaps with 
other criteria) be protected due to its critical habitat 
status,(Table A2-2) Yet, despite the Bureau's admission that 
Mortality will result from any decrease in winter ranges, its 
acknowledgement cannot be achieved in a timely fashion, and 
that certain critical types of elk and deer habitat have not 
been proven to be reclaimable, the plan calls for protecting 
only 37,960 acres of critical mules deer, elk, antelope, and 
grouse habitat - less than 8% of the critical habitat 
identified by the Division of Wildlife. Section 522 of the 
Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act provides that areas 
of the federal lands which cannot be reclaimed for 
technological and economical reasons should be designated 
“unsuitable® for surface coal mining operations. Given this 
legal mandate, plus the authority granted in unsuitability 
Criterion nos. 9, 10, ll, 12, 13, 14, and 15 to declare 
important wildlife habitats off-limits to coal leasing, we 
recommend that no leasing take place in any of the critical 


habitat areas identified by the Division of Wildlife. 2/ 


2/The Draft Plan proposes to allow leasing in these areas 
based upon the incorporation of a stipulation in these leases. 
However, it is obvious that this stipulation cannot effectively 
address the question of cumulative impacts upon wildlife. This 
stipulation does not use “proven techniques" as recommended in 
the BLM's own Review of the Unsuitability Criteria. Moreover, 
since the Draft Plan indicates that critical winter ranges are 
at or near their carrying capacity, it would appear that the 
mitigation "promised" by the stipulations will be of limited 
effectiveness since other lands are not available within the 
Resource Area to replace disturbed acreage. Instensive habitat 
Management has significant limitations which should be, but are 
not addressed, in the Draft Plan. 
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the responsibility of the BLM to incorporate all of these 
concerns in its planning process and therefore the BLM should 
respond to these comments as part of this RMP. Given the clear 
possibility that the BLM will not complete the Round II 
Regional Coal Leasing EIS, BLM should incorporate all comments 
and its responses to all comments on the Round II coal leasing 
EIS into this Plan. (See comments on Leasing by Application, 
infra.) 


9) There are also major inconsistencies in the impacts 
analysis between the Round II Coal Leasing EIS and the Draft 
Plan. While the Draft plan identifies some impacts from coal 
leasing in the Resource Area, it generally dismisses these 
impacts as unpredictable (air quality), "not significant* 
(soils), "short-term" (soils), “cannot be precisely determined" 
(water). For wildlife habitat, the Draft plan does appear to 
indicate that the potential adverse impacts from coal 
development are significant, however, the discussion appears to 
obfuscate this conclusion. 


Yet, the Draft Round II Coal Leasing EIS concluded that 
there would be *significant" adverse impacts from new coal 
leasing to the following resources: “air quality, 
geology/topography/minerals, water, vegetation, wildlife, 
recreation, visual resources, land use, economics, social 
values, and transportation." (Draft EIS, pg. xii.) The Draft 
EIS also contains some fairly specific details about impacts to 
air quality posed by proposed lease tracts within the Resource 
Area, despite the Draft Plan's conclusions that such impacts 
are not predictable. 


While, as noted previously, a direct comparison of these 
documents is difficult due to the significant number of changes 
in the coal leasing situation in this region, it is still 
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7) The Draft Plan fails to examine the potential impacts 
from the development of coal Preference Right Lease 
Applications (PRLAs) in the Resource Area, It does not appear 
that the unsuitability criteria have been applied to the 
pending PRLA's, for example. This is contrary to the recent 
statements of the Department of Justice before the U.S. 
District Court for the District of Columbia in Civil Action No. 


82-2763. The Joint Motion of Plaintiffs and Federal Defendants 


to Establish A Schedule For Futher Proceedings, dated April 22, 
1986, states on page 2 that “the Department will subject lands 


covered by pending preference right lease applications to an 
unsuitability review." 


8) The Draft Plan presents misleading and contradictory 
statements with respect to pending coal lease sales in the 
Resource Area. The document references the Draft EIS for Round 
II of Federal Coal Leasing in the Green River - Hams Fork 
Region. However, there have been major changes in the status 
of the existing and pending leases since the publication of 
this document which are not identified, and not analyzed in 
this Plan. For example, Map 3-2, pages 3-18 and 3-19, of the 
Draft Plan does not agree with the map presented in the Round 
II Coal Leasing EIS. Several tracts proposed for leasing have 
been leased, proposed lease tracts appear to have been 
re-configured, and other changes have obviously occurred. 


Tt is impossible to comment on these changes without a 
clear discussion and analysis of these changes. We note that 
the Department has failed to respond to the comments of the 
Federation on the Round II EIS which were submitted on October 
7, 1983,. We attach those comments, and incorporate them 
herein. BLM mugt respond to the comments made in either this 
Draft Plan of the Final Round II BIS. We believe that it is 
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opvious that there are ‘serious discrepancies between the Draft 
Plan and the Draft EIS regarding coal leasing. The significant 
impacts identified in the Draft EIS should be reviewed, updated 
based upon changes in the status of leasing in the Region, and 
incorporated directly into the analysis of the second Draft RMP 
for the Little Snake Resource Area. 


10) The Draft Round II regional coal leasing EIS also 
indicates that the levels of potential impacts vary depending 
upon the amount of coal leased within the region. Given the 
fact that the wildlife and water resources of this Resource 
Area are facing serious and continuing degradation from energy 
development, it is incumbent upon the BLM to analyze and 
propose specific "thresholds" for impacts upon these 
resources. The BLM should analyze and identify the extent of 
coal (and oil and gas) development which these resources can 
tolerate, examine the effectiveness of potential mitigiation, 
and propose specific thresholds for wildlife and water 
impacts. These thresholds should be detailed enough to allow 
the surface management agency to appropriately limit the coal 
(and oil and gas) leasing within the Resource Area. 


The coal leasing program adopted by the Secretary of the 
Interior specifically calls for the adoption of such thresholds 
where apporopriate, Given the severe problems of this Resource 
Area, they are definitely appropriate -- and must be analyzed, 
proposed, and adopted. This however, will require the BLM to 
conduct the analysis necessary for the public to participate in 
the development and adoption of these thresholds. For this 
reason, alone, the Draft RMP is so inadequate that publication 
lof a revised draft is required. 


11) The Draft Plan also does not appear to comply with the 
requirements for land-use planning adopted by the Secretary of 
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the Interior as part of the Federal Coal Management Program. 
The Resource Area should review in detail the specific 
requirements set-forth in the Secretarial Issue Document, 
Federal Coal Management Program, January 1986, and the Federal 


Coal Management Program Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Supplement, October 1985. 


For example, despite the fact that the study area 
incorporates lands under the surface management of the U.S. 
Forest Service, the Draft Plan does not indicate that 
consultation has been undertaken with USFS. Such consultation 
is require before publication of the Draft Plan, See 
Secretarial Issue Document page 23 and page DS-3a. 


Another example is the Draft Plan's failure to conduct the 
"multiple resource trade-off screen.” This requirement, 
adopted by the Secretary, is described in detail in the SID at 
page 41, and in the Final EIS Supplement. 


12) The potential adverse impacts of coal development upon 
wildlife and water resources in the Resource Area are obviously 
significant. The Draft Plan, however, fails to adqequately 
identify and analyze potential mitigation methods. The 
statements with respect to proposed mitigation measures are 
completely inadequate. 


While the Draft Plan proposes to quadruple the acreage 
available for coal leasing, it fails to deal with significant 
and documented water quality problems, for example, which are 
the result of the current level of coal development in the 
Resource Area. In the discussion of the preferred alternative, 
the Draft plan states that: 


water quality and watershed erosion control concerns 
would be identified and addressed through the use of 
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prescribe specific management actions as part of its 
alternatives. 


14) The Draft Plan fails to identify or consider the 
potential impact of the diligence provisions (including Section 
3 of FCLAA) upon existing federal coal leases within the 
resource area. Several existing leases within the Resource 
Area are likely to be subject to termination or other penalties 


under these provisions of law. 


15) The Draft Plan fails to apply the unsuitability 
criteria to the existing federal coal leases in the Resource 
Area. Section 522(b) of SMCRA requires a review of all Federal 
lands. SMCRA's definition of Federal lands does not 
distinguish between leased lands and unleased lands. As we 
have stated previously to the Department, the Department's 
decision to exempt leased lands from the unsuitability review 
is misplaced. (Comments of the National Wildlife Federation on 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Federal Coal 
Management Program, May 8, 1985, incorporated herein by 
reference.) The Draft Plan should be revised to comply with 
the clear requirements of SMCRA that all Federal lands be 
reviewed. 


LIVESTOCK GRAZ ING: 


The dominance of poor range conditions on inventoried 
acreage, the lack of data on the remaining acreage, and the 
existence of livestock/wildlife conflicts underlie our 
dissatisfaction with the proposed grazing management outlined 
in the preferred alternative. 


According to the RMP, 463,177 of the 844,241 acres surveyed 
(approximately 55%) are presently in unsatisfactory 
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activity plans. The potential for salinity control 
projects on BLM lands in the Milk Creek, Vermillion 
Creek, and Little Snake River watersheds would be 
analyzed. Projects would be implemented where 
beneficial. Nonpoint source management actions would be 
coordinated with federal, state, and local agencies, 
Plans would be developed for stabilizing known areas of 
high erosion on BLM lands where activity plans by user 
groups or BLM did not adequately address watershed 
concerns. (Draft Plan, p. 2-66) 


While this is not the only discussion of water quality 
Mitigation, the additional statements do not add much to this 
prescription. These statements are wholly inadgeuate. They do 
not present an analysis of the problems. They do not idenfity 
or analyze potential mitigation techniques, nor do they provide 
enough detail to even understand what is being proposed. (For 
example, what are the salinity control projects being 
considered.) In sum, the Draft Plan denies the public, and the 
National Wildlife Federation, any opportunity to review or 
comment upon BLM's proposed actions to resolve these critical 
environmental problem within the Resource Area -- if, in fact, 
the BLM has any concrete actions under consideration. 


13) The Draft Plan fails to consider the clear probability 
that the Resource Area will not lease coal in the immediate 
future through competitive coal lease sales. Under the coal 
leasing program recently adopted by the Secretary of the 
Interior, federal coal regions can elect to lease coal by 
application. We understand that the BLM is actively 
considering this course of action for the Green River-Hams Fork 
Region, which encompasses this Resource Area. Therefore, the 
document's attempt to ignore analyzing the potential impacts of 
coal leasing through incorporating the Draft Round II EIS by 
reference is misplaced. The entire analysis of coal leasing 
and development should be re-worked. It must provide both more 
detail and substantive analysis of the potential adverse 


impacts upon the human environment of such leasing and 
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condition.(Table 3-9) Furthermore, “if full grazing preference 
were utilized, there would be a gradual decline in the 
ecological condition of approximately 46% of the resource 
area."(p.4-41) Although 97% (1,256,540 acres) of the Resource 
Area is grazed by domestic livestock, the Bureau has collected 
sufficient data to prepare allotment management plans on only 
96,326 acres (less than 8%). (p.3-41) 


If current grazing levels are maintained, “conflicts would 
continue between big game and livestock on critical winter 
ranges on BLM surface representing 80% of the total in the 
resource area."(p.4-21) This would result in “significant 
long-term reductions in pronghorn, deer, and elk in certain 
critical areas." (p.4-26) 


The RMP states that “the preferred alternative would result 
in a short-term adjustment of 11%, reducing existing grazing 
preference to 148,821 AUM. However, adjustments would not 
occur until additional monitoring studies verified the need for 
the indicated adjustments."(p.4-18) Admittedly, an intensive 
plan for completion of inventory work and development of 
Monitoring program is required. However, to maintain grazing 
preference on all of the allotments in the interim ignores the 
data that is already available. If the Bureau contends that 
insufficient data is available to determine the necessary 
adjustments, how was the “overall downward adjustment of 11% of 
the grazing preference determined (p. 4-15)? 


Proposing a period of up to five years for determination of 
grazing capacity and an additional five year period for 
implementation of the adjustments (p.2-13) appears to be a 
long-range stalling tactic designed to delay the inevitable 
changes which must take place. This may well serve the 
permittees who use these allotments, but it ill-serves the 
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public which has an interest in rehabilitating rangelands which 
have deteriorated as a result of decades of poor grazing 
Management practices. Therefore, we recommend that the 
proposed 11% cut be implemented in those allotments where 
unsatisfactory range conditions and livestock/wildlife 
conflicts have already been determined. This action would 
allow for range conditions to begin improving, while the 
remaining inventory work was being completed. 


In addition, the Bureau plans to implement land treatments 
on 111 allotments that include fencing, spring and reservoir 
development, and vegetative manipulation during the interim 
period (p. 4-26). However, the RMP admits that certain of 
these projects to improve grazing conditions for livestock 
“could have adverse impacts to wildlife" (p. 4-26). We 
recommend that the full impacts of these treatments be assessed 
by BLM's wildlife staff and the Colorado Division of Wildlife 
in an effort to avoid the artificial creation of more 
wildlife/livestock conflicts before financial commitments are 
made to faulty projects. 


TERRESTRIAL HABITAT ANALYSIS/MANAGEMENT: 


According to Section 202(c)(9) of FLPMA, the BLM is 
obligated: 


to the extent consistent with the laws governing the 
administration of the public lands, coordinate the land 
use inventory, planning, and management activities of or 
for such lands with the land use planning and management 
programs of other Federal departments and agencies and 
of the States and local governments within which the 
lands are located... In implementing this directive, 
the Secretary shall,... assist in resolving, to the 
extent practical inconsistencies between Federal and 
Non-Federal Government plans,... Land use plans of the 
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error-ridden process of plotting verbal descriptions on 
pre-existing maps. With the necessary set of maps already in 
existence, we find it totally unacceptable to neglect their 
inclusion in the draft RMP/EIS. Therefore, we recommend that 
either through a supplemental or revised draft, the public be 
provided access to these critical documents. 


In response to the proposed management alternative, our 
primary concern is the obvious lack of surveys and therefore, 
information on which the plan is supposedly based. For example: 


“only limited inventory of wildlife habitat condition and 

trend has been completed in the resource area. Because of 
this small sample size, shrub condition across the entire 

See area cannot be determined with any reliability.” 

p.3-43) 


"no studies especially designed to determine forage 
availability have been conducted in the resource area.” 
(p.3-45) 


"the Little Snake Resource Area probably has the highest 
density of nesting raptors in Colorado; [however], no 
formal raptor surveys have been completed in the northwest 
portion of the resource area [where] observations indicate 
a high density of many species." (p.3-46) 


"no inventories or surveys have been conducted on wetlands, 
aquatic, or non-game species habitat to determine the 
number of wildlife species, diversity, or habitat condition 
and trend" (p.3-44) 


data on big game populations and acres of habitat are based 
on “very little [general] information [and] no information 
for winter and critical winter range." (Table 3-12) 


In light of this deficiency of data, we question the 
validity of determinations of sustainable big game herds, 


183-33)special-use designations, and the reliance upon “wildlife 


habitat replacement stipulations"® to mitigate the detrimental 
impacts of a commodity-biased preferred alternative. In 
addition, this lack of information severely restricts the 
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Secretary under this section shall be consistent with 
State and local plans to the maximum extent he finds 
consistent with Federal law and the purposes of this Act. 


According to a statement on page 5-3 of the draft EIS: 


The current Management, Energy and Minerals, Commodity 
Production, and Preferred alternatives would conflict 
with the Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) 1988 
Strategic Plan objectives for big game populations by 
not providing the necessary habitat to reach and 
Maintain CDOW's proposed population numbers. 
Given this conclusion, in order for the final plan to comply 
with the requirements of FLPMA above, the final plan will have 
to be modified to satisfy the CDOW's 1988 Strategic Plan. This 
will generally necessitate a redirection of the plan toward 
less coal leasing, less oil and gas leasing, a reduction in 
livestock numbers in appropriate areas, and greater attention 
and higher priority to the restoration, maintenance, an proper 
Management of riparian and terrestrial wildlife habitats. 


Throughout the RMP, numerous land-use strategies are 
Presented in map form: coal leases, oil and gas units, 
wilderness study areas, and others. In application of the 
State Resident Fish and Wildlife Criterion (#15), the plan 
acknowledges the use of a series of maps delineating severe 
winter ranges, concentration areas, migration routes, and 
production areas for mule deer, elk, antelope, sage grouse, and 
sharp-tailed grouse.(p.A2-16) Submitted by the Colorado 
Department of Wildlife, these maps show the extent of wildlife 
use in these areas and are an essential tool in planning 
habitat management.(p.A2-18) Despite the plan's admitted 
reliance upon these documents, no wildlife maps have been 
included in the RMP. Without these habitat maps, determining 
impacts to populations as a result of various management 
alternatives becomes an extremely difficult, tedious, and 
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amount of detail possible in proposed habitat management 
schemes as is evident in the nine proposed wildlife habitat 
actions of the preferred alternative. (p. 2-64) 


In summary, we find the available information totally 
insufficient on which to base a fifteen-year management plan. 
At a minimum, we strongly recommend a decelerated rate of oil, 
gas, and coal development; decreased level of livestock forage 
utilization; and accelerated rate of inventory and analysis of 
wildlife habitat in order to substantiate or refute reliance 
upon the outlined mitigative principles. 


RIPARIAN ZONE/AQUATIC HABITAT MANAGEMENT: 


As in other Resource Areas, riparian zone/aquatic habitat 
Management should be a primary concern of the BLM in the Little 
Snake Resource Area. The scarcity of, importance of, and high 
demand for this resource dictates the need for a rigorous plan 
of analysis, maintenance, and rehabilitation of these important 
habitat areas. While less than .5% of the public lands within 
the resource area are considered to be riparian zones (p.4-27), 
their use as habitat for wildlife is disproportionate to their 
occurrence. Because BLM's riparian areas exist in arid and 
semi-arid regions, the water, food, and cover afforded by them 
are often very important habitats for a wide variety of game 
and non-game avian, aquatic, and terrestrial species. And 
because of their association with surface and subsurface water, 
they are generally very responsive to restoration efforts. 
Unfortunately, the proposals in the draft plan fall far short 
of the management attention this important resource deserves. 


As in terrestrial habitat analysis, the deficiency of 
quantitative and qualitative data regarding riparian areas in 
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the Little Snake Resource Area is a very serious defect of the 
draft plan. Of the 3,550 acres classified as riparian zones, 
wetlands, and perennial aquatic habitat, only "50 acres along 
the Little Snake River have been formally surveyed.*(p.3-43) 
While the EIS acknowledges the importance of these areas, its 
minimal attention to this critical resource indicates a severe 
lack of management priority. 


In its limited discussion of riparian systems, the Bureau 
admits that “through long-term observations of a large majority 
{of riparian habitats] have been determined to be in poor 
condition. The only system that appears to be in good 
condition is a three-mile section of Beaver Creek which is 
located in a canyon that is inaccessible to livestock.” 
(p.3-44) In fact, the portion of the Little Snake River that 
has been inventoried showed "little or no reproduction of 
cottonwoods was occurring and existing trees were mature or 
overmature. Willow and buffaloberry had been severely grazed.” 
(p. 3-43) 


Given the fact that six of the eight threatened or 
endangered species which occur on the Resource Area are 
dependent to at least some extent on riparian habitat, and that 
numerous other fish and wildlife species within the Resource 
Area rely upon riparian/aquatic habitat for all or a portion of 
their life cycle, the monitoring, rehabilitation, and proper 
Management of this habitat type should be of the highest 
priority. The Endangered Species Act expressly imposes on 
federal agencies a mandatory duty to “conserve” endangered 
species and their habitat. In turn the terms “conserve” and 
"conservation" are defined by the Act to mean: 


to use and the use of all methods and procedures which are 
necessary to bring any endangered species or threatened 
species to the point at which the measures provided 
pursuant to this [Act] are no longer necessary.[16 U.S.C. 
1532 (3)] 
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1412 Sixteenth Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036 
October 7, 1983 





202—797-6800 


Carol MacDonald, Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
Little Snake Resource Area 
P.0.Box 1136 

Craig, Colorado 81626 


Dear Ms. MacDonald: 


The National Wildlife Federation (NWF) appreciates the 
Opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for coal leasing in the Green River-Hams Fork 
Region. NWF is a conservation and education organization with 
over 4 million members and supporters nationwide. 
Environmental impacts resulting from resource development are 
one of our principal concerns. Therefore, the effects of 
federal coal leasing in Colorado and Wyoming on the natural 
resources of that area represent a central issue for our 
membership. 


The lack of adequate information and analysis in the DEIS 
has severly hampered our ability to provide you with extensive 
comments. However, the information that is provided points to 
a number of critical problems. Amongst these are: lack of 
demonstrated need for new federal coal leasing, inadequate 
consideration of related impacts resulting in an underestating 
of the cumulative impacts of new leasing and insufficient 
mitigation procedures. In addition to the comments set forth 
below, we also incorporate by reference the comments filed on 
the DEIS by the Natural Resources Defense Council, the Colorado 
Open Space Council, and the Wyoming Wildlife Federaton. These 
organizations have addressed these and other shortcomings of 
the DEIS which are also of concern to the National Wildlife 
Federation. 


Need for New Leasing 
\ 


On page 5 of the DEIS it is stated that “The advisability 
of leasing additional coal while the current coal market is 
‘soft'..." is beyond the purview of this document. The only 
other mention of “need" appears on Page 1 of the DEIS. It 
indicates that there is some relationship between the proposed 
leasing levels and need by noting that the decision was made 
“after analyzing potential production from planned and existing 
coal mines in the region and projected demand for coal." 
However, it does not reference any analysis. Nor is it clear 
that there is necessarily any relationship other than temporal 
sequence between the phantom “analysis” noted and the proposal 
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Despite this legal obligatidn, no specific plans are scheduled 
for the necessary inventorying and development of intensive 
Management schemes; the RMP merely states an intention to 
“prepare and implement habitat management plans as funding 
allows with emphasis on riparian/aquatic lands." (p. 2-64) 


We propose that the following steps be taken to correct 
this severe management deficiency: (1) preparation of a 
comprehensive inventory of the extent and condition of all 
riparian areas within the resource area, followed by (2) 
determination of management proposals for these areas, and (3) 
the implementation of such plans and the continued monitoring 
of riparian area status. 


CON CLUSION: 

Given the critical deficiencies of the draft Little Snake 
RMP, we urge that the recommendations made above be assessed in 
a revision of this draft, prior to the issuance of a final plan. 


ATTACHMENT: Comments of the National Wildlife Federation on the 
Draft EIS, Green River - Hams Fork Coal Region, Round II, 
October 7, 1983. 


wae 153 


for new leasing. The DEIS then goes on to indicate that need 
was determined based upon a desire to “enhance industry 
competition" -- without any further elaboration. The -final 
justificaton offered for the leasing levels is that BLM 
received expressions of interest in some 1.3 to 1.5 billion 
tons of recoverable coal -- a method of determining the need 
for new leasing specifically rejected in the 1979 Final EIS for 
the Federal Coal Management Program. 


In short, BLM neither examines the need for new coal 
leasing, nor documents or references any pertinent analysis, 
nor does it present an analysis of why new leasing is necessary 
to “enhance industry competition.” This oversight makes it 
impossible for us to determine what relationship the 
“alternatives” presented have to reality. Without some 
analysis of need and the relationship of these alternatives to 
meeting the need for new coal production, it is impossible to 
a uss the relative merits of the alternative proposals for 
leasing. 





This omission is patently unacceptable, and a violation of 
NEPA requirements. The Department cannot abdicate its 
responsibility for analyzing the need for additional federal 
coal leasing and development. Further, federal regulations 
require that an EIS “...indicate those considerations, 
including factors not related to environmental quality, which’ 
are likely to be relevant and important to a decision." (40 CFR 
Section 1502.23). 


Clearly, the state of the currant market and its effect on 
coal demand are highly relevant and important to any decision 
to lease federal coal (see Natural Resources Defense Council v 
Hugh 437 F. Supp. 981, 990-991, (D.D.C. + Without a 

@tailed analysis of such current and future supply and demand 
scenarios, the Secretary cannot make an informed choice between 
the proposed alternatives. Furthermore, it is impossible for 
citizens and interested parties to comment on the relevance and 
reasonableness of the proposed alternatives. 





The leasing of federal coal in this Region is not taking 
place in a vacuum. It is occuring in the context of additional 
federal coal leasing in adjacent regions, the processing of 
coal Preference Right Lease Applications (PRLA's), the leasing 
of state and private coal tracts, and the development of coal 
resources on previously leased or purchased lands. It is also 
taking place in the context of reduced energy demand 
projections, increasingly efficient energy consumption, the 
increasing availability of other fuel and energy sources, 
stagnation in the development of synthetic fuel production 
facilities and the development and use of alternative renewable 
energy technologies. 
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The analysis of the need for federal coal leasing in the 
1979 FEIS for the Federal Coal Management Program does not 
satisfy the requirements of NEPA. First, that analysis does 
not examine the decision currently before the Secretary, and in 
fact that discussion cites extensive uncertainties about future 
coal supply and demand that make it inadeqaute for determining 
the need for coal leasing in this specific region at this 
time. Moreover, significant changes have occured in coal 
markets, and energy demand -- such as those cited above -- 
which make previous analyses of the “need” for new coal leasing 
wholly inadequate. An indication of the significance of these 
changed circumstancesis the change since 1979 in the 
Projections for national coal consumption. The Department of 
Energy's National Energy Policy Plan's highest timate of coal 
consumption for 1985 is now lower than the lowest projected 
level of demand in the 1979 FEIS. The changed circumstance 
which has lead to a such a dramatic change in projections of 


coal consumption require the BLM to examine the question of 
need in this EIS. 





The BLM must, at a minimum, document the need for new 
federal coal leasing, after an analysis of these and other 
factors affecting coal supply and demand. 


This analysis must also indicate and explain the 
relationship of each alternative leasing strategy to the 
potential need for coal. The current document fails to even 
identify such a relationship between the alternative leasing 


levels and the need for new leasing, failing thereby to present 
meaningful alternatives. 


Cumulative Impacts Analysis 
1)Major Ommissions Understate Total Cumulative Impacts 


The analysis in the DEIS appears to be constructed by 
defining a base case for potential impacts, contained in the 
“no action" alternative, and then incrementally adding the 
additional impacts of higher leasing levels to this base. 
However, the documents fails to adequately incorporate related 
effects of oil and gas development and the leasing of coal 
PRLA's in this analysis, thereby grossly underestimating the 
total cumulative impacts of the preferred alternative. 


A detailed and complete data base is essential to the 
composition of a "no action" alternative. While the document 
displays considerable quantities of "numbers" which one might 
interpret to be data (see for example Table 2-1) there are 
often no references nor textual discussion which indicates the 
Origin of the data. Other tables (see for example Tables 4-3 
and 4-17) note that the data has been “estimted" or “inferred” 
from other sources. However no discussion is included in the 
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entire analysis that follows is severly deficient. Moreover, 
the potential impacts from all leasing alternative, including 
the preferred alternative, are thereby grossly underestimated. 


2) Soil 


Table 4-R on page 132 indicates that fully two-thirds of 
the 18 tracts to be offered under the preferred alternative 
have low soil reclamation potential. However, it is stated on 
page 129 that "impacts to soils from coal development would be 
insignificant in the long term...." The lack of supporting 
information makes it difficult for us to judge the veracity of 
such an assertion. 


The data available casts doubt on this potential outcome. 
Successful soil reclamation involves more than merely 
re-establishing a vegetative cover. The development of a 
natural soil profile is a process that often requires hundreds 
of years and involves complex geological, physical and 
biological actions. Given the adverse conditions in the study 
area (low precipitation, thin topsoil, and unfavorable soil 
chemistry) successful soil reclamation appear highly unlikely. 


When this intrinsic low reclaimability is looked at in 
relation to baseline disturbance and the additional effects of 
proposed leasing, it appears even less likely that soil impacts 
will be insignificant in the long term. 


Almost 200,000 acres are expected to be disturbed in the 
“no action” alternative. To this figure one must add the 
additional increment for PRLA mining activities, the surface 
impacts of oil and gas development, and oil shale activities. 
Finally, the secondary soil disturbance totals must be greatly 
increased to reflect the fact that land use to meet the needs 
of energy-related population growth produces more impacts than 
does direct energy activity. (Energy From The West, Vol l, EPA, 
March 1979, p. 116.). 





The fact that these activities will be competing for 
scarce resources -- such as water -- essential to successful 
reclamation in this harsh region casts doubt on the reclamation 
potential of the lands. The absence of examination of this 
and previously mentioned points in this section represents a 
serious flaw. 





3) Water 


The DEIS tries to downplay the effect of coal activities 
on consumptive water use and ignores significant outside claims 
on water. As a result, cumulative effects on this limited 
resource appear to be understated. 
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text to indicate the methods used in developing these figures. 
Simply, without a more detailed discussion and analysis it is 
difficult to judge these baseline "numbers." ‘ 
Despite these problems it is evident that the baseline 
omits the 23 PRLA's in the study area. The fact that 12 of the 
PRLA's are being processed under separate environmental 
ments is irrelevant. Their analysis in a separate 
document does not somehow remove them physically from the study 
area. In addition, what is the fate of the remaining ll 
PRLA's? No specific documentation is given concerning the 
impacts that would occur should these leasing applications be 
granted and developed, and it is difficult to determine whether 
some or all of these PRLA's are included in the baseline 
assumptions. Given the significant acreage covered under all 
23 of the pending PRLA's, their proximity to the tracts being 
proposed for leasing, and their impacts upon related if not 
identical resources; this oversight is very significant. If 
the BLM cannot determine, at this time, which PRLA‘s will be 
leased and developed, it should present a “worst case" 
analysis, and include in the EIS an assessment of the impacts 
assuming that all 23 PRLA's are issued. 





Secondly, Table 2-1 (page 9) is wholly inadequate. It is 
almost impossible for us to comment on the accuracy of this 
baseline data given the paucity of information. At a minimum, 
coal projects should be supplemented with individual map 
references and acreage disturbance figures. “Uranium,” “oil 
and gas," and “trona" projects need to be detailed with 
specific names, acreage data, and map references. Based on our 
recent communications with the BLM, however, the table appears 
to vastly underestimate oil and gas leasing in the region and 
therefore understates the related development impacts of these 
leases. In addition, the DEIS should consider the fact that 
the Department continues to persist in preparing to lease 
substantially greater acreage for oil shale development. 


In all of these cases, the DEIS should include a breakdown 
of the baseline impacts attributable to each activity 
considered, and a narrative description on how the estimates 
indicated were developed including references to the 
appropriate literature. 


In sum, the lack of detail and discussion in this section 
makes it impossible for us to determine with certainty whether 
the baseline is truly representative of a "no action" 
alternative. However, a cursory examination leads us to 
believe that the baseline effects are understated -- i 
particularly as they underestimate the impacts from oil and gas 
development and PRLA development. Since the environmental 
impacts under this alternative are misrepresented, then the 
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The assumption underlying the consumptive water use 
analysis is unsupported and appears unwarranted. Since 
evaporation and transpiration still occur irrespective of 
mining activity, consumptive uses would be increased by coal 
development -- not exchanged. 


Also, the water needs for reclamation of disturbed acreage 
in areas of low precipitation are ignored. These water claims 
could exceed those estimated in the DEIS, strain the water 
capacity of the study area, and effect water use downstream. 


The cumulative effect of salt loading on water quality is 
also important. Small salinity increases are extremely 
significant in streams and rivers that are already salt laden. 
Salinity increase projections range from one to 52 percent in 
the affected watersheds. Insufficient data is provided to 
determine the effects of new federal coal leasing on salinity. 
These effects, however slight, could have adverse impacts in 
the study area when viewed in the context of total salinity 
increases. In addition, the downstream regional effects could 
be even more serious. 





The DEIS appears tc grossly underestimate the potential 
impacts from salt loading. While the document concludes that 
water from the Yampa River would be suitable for all uses (pg 
141), the Kaman Tempo Report (1982) clearly contradicts this 
assertion. In fact, the discussion of salt loading appears to 
virtually ignore the conclusions of this report, which is only 
noted in relationship to TDS (total dissolved solids). A 
complete re-examination of the salt loading problems which will 
be created by new leasing is essential, and should begin with a 
careful examination of the Kaman Tempo Report and its 
implications for the region. 


4) Wildlife 


The cumulative effects of resource development on wildlife 
are particularly troubling. Habitat losses are downplayed in 
the DEIS -- animal populations are assumed to suffer only 
temporary, local setbacks. Successful reciamation is expected 
to result in the quick re-establishment of wildlife. 


The DEIS fails to consider “temporary” habitat losses in 
the context of increased hunting and poaching pressures and 
loss of alternate habitat. Large human population increases in 
the study area will result in proportional increases in hunting 
pressures, and equal or greater illegal harvesting of big game 
animals, (see Wildlife Technical Report for the Riley Ridge 
EIS, BLM, May, 1983, p. 2-14). 


The DEIS makes the largely unsupported claim that animal 
populations will be “displaced.” Such an assertion ignores a 
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number of important factors. Wildlife populations may have 
reached carrying capacity on adjacent habitats, rendering 
displacement impossible. Increased grazing pressure could 
render certain areas unsuitable for wildlife. Land use 
decisions within or adjacent to the study area may rasult in 
“double displacement." A population which has already been 
forced to move once, or whose migration route has been 
detoured, may not be able to return to its original habitat or 
adapt to additional complexities in its environment. 


In fact, the 1980 FEIS for the first round of leasing in 
this region concluded that “many critical winter ranges are at 
or near carrying capacity and, therefore, may not support the 
additional animals that would be displaced...."“ In light of 
the increased coal leasing, and increased oil and gas activity 
in this region, the assertion that animal populations will only 
be temporarily displaced without significant lasting impacts is 
questionable and contradictory to the Department's prior 
conclusions. This is particularly significant due to the fact 
that several of the tracts proposed for leasing directly impact 
critical wildlife habitat. 


A true “worst case” scenario would analyze the cumulative 
impacts of all of these factors, in light of all of the 
development likely to occur in the study area during the life 
of the proposed leases. We are particularly concerned that the 
whole may be greater than the sum of its parts -~ each animal 
lost could become proportionally more important to the survival 
of the herd as populations are reduced. Given the vital 
recreational and economic importance of wildlife in this 
region, this question must be more thoroughly and carefully 
addressed in the DEIS. 


Inadequate Mitigation 


In relation to the previous discussion of potential 
cumulative impacts, the mitigation procedures proposed in the 
DEIS are insufficient. 


Given the fact that soils in Wyoming have low reclamation 
potential, it is not enough to hope that “advanced techniques" 
will be fortuitously developed. Mere exhortations for “more 
research" are not sufficient mitigation procedures under 40 CFR 
Section 1502.16(h) and 40 CFR Section 1508.20. This secton 
must be re-written to show what technology is available to 
stablish a self-renewing vegetation community on disturbed 





The analysis of mitigation procedures for water resources 
is equally inadequate. No discussion is included of 
point-source pollution control and conservation of water as 
alternatives to the construction of supplemental water storage 
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Ranchers Association 
c/e 555 Breeze Street Suite 210 Craig, CO 81625 


May 8, 1986 


Mr. William Pulford 
Bureau of Land Management 
Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


RE: Little Snake Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement 


Dear Bill; 


By this letter I am transmitting the comments of the 
Northwest Colorado Ranchers Association to the Little Snake 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, 
which comments are due by May 9, 1986. 


The Northwest Colorado Ranchers Association is a non- 
Profit organization composed of ranchers in the northwestern 
Part of Colorado. I am the President of the organization. 


For purposes of preparing these comments, the Associa- 
tion retained the assistance of Dale R. Andrus Associates. 
We also retained Becky Love Kourlis as our legal representa- 
tive, 


Of course, any of us will be available to you or your 
staff for purposes of discussing our comments and the changes 
which we propose. We know that our comments will be taken 
with the regard which they are due, in that we represent 
members of the third largest industry in the area. 


Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 


$I yA ce ae, 


Dean Visintainer, President 
Northwest Colorado Ranchers Assoc. 


/s3 
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projects. As a nostrum, dam building in this area has been 
proved neither feasible nor desirable in the DEIS. Indeed, the 
environmental problems caused by such projects might .be greater 
than the impacts they were intended to solve. In addition, 
stipulations should be included in the DEIS to assure that no 
federal coal leasing will take place until urban wastewater 
treatment plants are able to handle increasing demands. 


We have two reservations in regards to the proposed 
habitat recovery and replacement plans for wildlife. First, it 
should be noted that the detailed analysis of species diversity 
and habitat carrying capacity required of the lessee should be 
carried out by the EIS team and. included in the DEIS under 40 
CFR Section 1502.15 and Section 1502.22. Second, the specific 
terms of such habitat recovery and replacement plans should be 
spelled out in the DEIS in order that they might be subject to 
public comment. We cannot assess the ultimate effectiveness of 
wildlife mitigation procedures until we can scrutinize the 
proposed plans. 


Conclusion 


Because of the inadequacies and omissions in establishing 
the need for further federal coal leasing, baseline data, 
cumulative impact analysis, and mitigation procedures; NWF 
believes that the DEIS is an insufficient document for 
determining the environmental impacts of the proposed federal 
coal leasing alternatives. In fact, the DEIS is so deficient 
that while appearing to meet the procedural requirement for 
public comment, it substantively deprives us of the right to 
comment on the proposed alternatives. As such, it does not 
meet the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act 
or the Federal Coal Leasing Amendments Act. 


The DEIS should be extensively supplemented, redrafted, 
and re-issued for public comment. The data base needs to be 
significantly expanded in the areas previously discussed in 
these and the referenced comments. 


We appreciate your consideraton of these comments, and 
look forward to reviewing the DEIS when it is re-published for 


public comment in the future. 
Sincerely, 
Ne ACh Kt; Pant 
rk Cheater & arl Gaweifl 


Public Lands an Public Lands and 
Energy Division Energy Division 
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COMMENTS 
DRAFT LITTLE SNAKE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
AND EVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
AND 
WILDERNESS TECHNICAL REPORT 


BY 
NORTHWEST COLORADO RANCHERS ASSOCIATION 
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over other resource values or their use. The accumulative 


164-1] impacts of the proposed action should undergo a rigorous 


164-2) 


economic analysis before any kind of determination of use is 
made. It is noted on page 1-4 “Management Priority Areas. . . 
They do not automatically exclude other resource uses. 

Examples of priority areas include: critical mule deer ranges, 
sage grouse strutting grounds, easily accessible and 
economically viable mineral deposits, or areas that may be 
particularily responsive to livestock grazing management 
practices." This statement made some sense until we compared 
one alternative to another and found that oi] and gas is going 
to be developed in the Preferred Alternative foregoing soil and 
water and livestock, which was not recognized as being valuable 
in the Energy and Minerals or other alternatives. See T.11 N. 
R. 100 W. 


As noted under inconsistencies some resource values appear to 
be recognized based on subjective analysis i.e. oi] and gas, 
recreation and wildlife, while other resources must meet a 
rudimentary economic analysis before being given any 
consideration as a Management Priority Area. It is apparent 
that in applying the Management Priority Areas concept you must 
have definitive and non-contradicting guidelines as well as a 
well trained work force that has an intimate on the ground 
knowledge of the planning area. This appears to be a must if 
continuity is to be expected throughout the process. 


In the Little Snake Resource Area, al] resources or their use 
have been made subservient to a single use, over vast 
geographic areas with limited information. This action is 
tantamount to land classification or zoning. Recognizing that 
the compatible use in a Management Priority Area will probably 
be developed over time (10-20 years) without conflict, why is 
it necessary to make a single use dominant at this time? We 
Suggest that the Management Priority Area concept should be 
restricted to those areas where factual data is available so 
informed decisions can be made within a reasonable time frame 
i.e. 3 to 5 years. All other areas being retained for 
administration by BLM should be designated as Multiple Use 
Areas. Application of the concept in this manner will achieve 
the same result without jeopardizing the individual rights of 
private land owners or other users. 


The concept is actually addressing management concerns not 
riorities and should be restricted to internal use by BLM. 

he way 1t is being used in the Little Snake RMP/EIS it 
connotes a single resource use concept to the general public 
which may result in increased trespass and other land abuses. 
Our point was validated by Bureau personnel in discussions with 
them while gathering information to support our comments. They 
all talked in terms of single use. 


II. 
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General Statement 


We appreciate your invitation to comment on the Draft Little Snake 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. 


We had hoped to be more involved on an individual basis in 
identifying the issues and suggesting recommendations during the 
planning process in regard to our individual allotments and ranch 
operations. We believe that your planning effort would have 
benefited from the experience and information we could have 
contributed from the grass root level. 


After reviewing the draft RMP/EIS Statement, the Northwest Colorado 
Ranchers Association is submitting for your consideration comments 
for use in development of your subsequent statement. 


Any planning document that addresses the numerous complex resource 
management issues concerning 34 million acres should be voluminous 
in size, so we were not disappointed in that regard, and you and 
your staff should be commended for taking on a task of such 
magnitude. 


Our review of the documents, however, indicates that it is very 
difficult to comprehend and to track management actions. This is 
due to inconsistencies in analysis and application of rationale, 
numerous errors, misleading information or facts and errors made in 
transposing data from your working documents to the companion 
alternative maps. It also appears that your information base in 
some situations is very sparse and you allowed subjective judgement 
to take its place. Therefore, we question many of the proposed 
actions and conclusions reached. 


There are numerous statements made in the document that indicate a 
definite bias or preconcieved view point, intentional or not, by 
some team participants against some users or uses while favoring 
others. In fact we are beginning to wonder what has happened to 
the “Good Neighbor Policy" which was going to be pursued by this 
administration. 


Land Use Designations 
A. Management Priority Areas 


The concept of Management Priority Areas appears to have merit 
in managing some resource values within a given geographic 
area. Resources such as coal must be developed in place. It 
would be only prudent to consider coal before developing other 
conflicting resources and investing large amounts of capital 
i.e, a new town, power plants or costly wildlife or livestock 
improvements. A prudent person would consider amortizing all 
investment costs. However, coal and other mineral resources 
found in place should not automatically be given a priority 
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If your current personnel are talking in terms of single use, 


184-g] what will the next generation, without the background of this 


effort, call it - dominate use? It appears that, if continued, 
"Multiple Use" will be placed on the endangered species list. 


We recommend that the concept, as well as its use, be set aside 
until the Director of BLM has an opportunity to assess its use 
and end results. 


B. Federal Mineral Constraint Areas (FMCA's) (1) (2) 
We oppose the use of FMCA's as defined in the RMP/EIS because 


it doesn't recognize the individual surface owners rights as 
presently defined and they could have an adverse effect on the 


184-3 economic stability of the farm and ranching community. What 


you are trying to accomplish can be done by imposing special or 
standard stipulations on the users of the public lands on a 
case by case basis if and when a conflict evolves. May we also 
Suggest that you do not have sufficient actual use data to 
support your broad brush conclusions. 


We reached this conclusion after reviewing the supporting data 
for the fragile soil and water areas in the Preferred 
Alternative, where realistically you suggest that all new 
activities within the areas be handled on a case by case basis. 


184-4] Why didn't you use the fragile soi] and water areas in your 


analysis for the other alternatives? 


It appears that the soil and water management priority areas 
(FMCA 2) could also be challenged for similar reasons. May we 
suggest that both of these catagories be dropped. 


C. Wilderness 


We fully support the recommendation for designation of Diamond 
Breaks as a Wilderness Area and non designation of the other 
seven Wilderness Study Areas. 


We agree that these seven areas do not meet the Wilderness 
criteria and can be managed administratively. This would 
provide a wider range of recreational uses to a much larger 
sector of the public and would be less restrictive to other 
resource uses, 


It is our position to oppose designation of Cross Mountain as a 
Wilderness Area until the water rights issue concerning 
Wilderness Areas, as set forth in Mike Strang's Bill before 
Congress, has been resolved. We feel that designation would 
adversely impact the future growth of the cities of Craig, 
Hayden and Steamboat Springs. 


D. Corridors 
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Although we agree with your philosophy of management by 
exception for major rights-of-way and also off road vehicles, 
it is not compatible with the adjoining resource area 
RMP/EIS‘s, The other resource areas have identified major 
rights-of-way corridors. 


Special Management Areas 


On page A22-1 thru 4, under Special Management Areas, the 
statement was made that “Rare plant associations are critically 
imperiled in Colorado because of its extreme rarity and is rare 
and restricted throughout its known global range. ". . ." The 
stands still in existence are threatened by livestock grazing.“ 
(Emphasis supplied) This statement was ie in Several oF the 
Special Management Areas. 


One of these areas, Limestone Ridge, is also a Critical 
Wildlife Area. Page A22-2, 6th paragraph, states “Limestone 
Ridge is critical winter range for elk and has been identified 
as an elk concentration area". Page 2-64, under Wildlife 
Habitat it states "Limestone Ridge would be designated as an 
RNA to protect high value elk winter range and an important elk 
concentration area", yet in every instance the entire blame was 
attributed to livestock grazing as being a threat to these rare 
plant associations. Wildlife, especially elk, on Limestone 
Ridge were not mentioned as being a threat, which very well may 
be your problem. 


These plant associations may have occurred as a result of many 
years of grazing. The assumption that rare plants were more 
abundant before livestock grazing, does not acknowledge that 
livestock can enhance certain plant species by grazing 
competing plants. 


Special Recreation Management Areas (SRMA) 


Little Yampa/Juniper Canyon Area - Establishing a reccreation 
area at this location could result in numerous conflicts 
between the recreation user and the private land owner because 
of the intermingled private property throughout the canyon. Of 
primary concern is impacts that the recreational use can have 
on the operation of Duffy Ditch. 


It is suggested that you re-assess this proposed recreation 
area with the private land owners in the area to gain their 
views on liability, access, trespass and other general 
management problems before issuing your subsequent report. 


Our position is to oppose designation of this area as an SRMA 
until the water rights issue concerning Wilderness Areas, as 
set forth in Mike Strangs Bill before Congress, has been 
resolved. We also would oppose designation of this area 
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The following inconsistencies are noted; 


Page 2-64 shows 61,000 mule deer would be provided forage on 
BLM land out of a total of 102,000 mule deer for the total 
resource area. 


Table 3-12 on Page 3-44 shows a total population of 105,700 
mule deer, 63,400 of those are on 1,009,000 acres of BLM land. 
Total deer population and numbers on 8LM are inconsistent 
between Page 2-64 and Table 3-12. 


Page 2-64 shows 18,400 elk would be provided forage on BLM land 
out of a total 18,400 for the total resource area (this is 
inconsistent with 30% on BLM land). 


Table 3-12 on Page 3-44 shows a total elk population of 21,500 
with 6,700 elk on a total of 734,000 acres of BLM land. 30% of 
21,500 is 6,450 elk on BLM land. 


Page 2-64 shows 7,500 pronghorn on BLM out of a total for the 
resource area of 7,500. On Table 3-12 a total of 8,400 
pronghorn with 6,300 on 707,000 acres of BLM lands. 7,500 
pronghorn on BLM does not agree with 75% as stated on page 
3-44. 


Page 2-64 and Table 3-12 are in agreement for Bighorn Sheep. 
The differences for mule deer, elk and pronghorn between Page 


2-64, Table 3-12 and percentages on Page 3-44 are not 
explained. Why do these differences exist? 


IV. Water & Soil 


A. 


154-11 


154-12 


Riparian 


It is very difficult to address the Riparian Issue because it 
is treated so generally throughout the text, such as, 3,000 
acres of riparian systems and 150 miles of perennial aquatic 
habitat in the resource area. But, then you identify 
individual allotments in Table A9-1, the problems and what must 
be done to correct them. For example, under Management 
Opportunities/Action, Reference Number 3, you identified 
protective fencing or development of range improvement 
projects. Why didn't you also mention grazing management 
systems for riparian being studied by Dr. Skinner at the 
University of Wyoming? We understand that BLM is cooperating 
in this effort and progress is being made. 


Many of your statements are not factual and are misleading, 
such as, the one on page 3-44, Ist paragraph, “Although other 
riparian systems have not been formally surveyed, through long 
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if it would preclude construction of the proposed Cross 
Mountain - Juniper Water Project. 


III. Forage Utilization 


A. 


154-9 


154-10 


184-12 


154-1 


VY. Soc 
A. 


154-14 


184-15 


Livestock 


Nearly all livestock use in the western part of the Little 
Snake Resource Area is during the dormant stage of plant growth 
as compared to wildlife that use the forage yearlong including 
during the growing season when grazing is most detrimental to 
plant growth. Competition between wildlife and livestock as to 
forage use is not properly analyzed. Livestock are generally 
blamed as the sole source of adverse effects on forage. 


Big Game have a continuous impact by staying in certain areas 
for long periods of time. Livestock can be managed so that 
they will not concentrate in one area. Big Game cannot be 
excluded from blame for causing damage to forage. 


Wildlife 


On page 3-44 of the EIS under Big Game, the last paragraph 
states that "The following percentages were estimates of big 
game, use of public land in the resource area: 30 percent of 
the elk population, 60 percent of the mule deer population, 75 
percent of the pronghorn population, and 100 percent of the 
bighorn sheep population” also stated is that “All big game 
population estimates for the total resource area were provided 
by the Colorado Division of Wildlife. Population estimates for 
BLM land only were calculated by BLM". 


On page 2-64 under Wildlife Habitat (Issue 2-2) Item 1 states 
that "Forage would be provided on BLM land to maintain 
approximately 61,000 mule deer, 18,400 elk, 7,500 pronghorn and 
70 bighorn sheep, which would contribute to total resource area 
big game populations of 102,000 mule deer, 18,400 elk, 7,500 
pronghorn, and 70 big horn sheep". 


On page 3-44 "Table 3-12 shows population estimates and the 
acres of range for the four major big game species in the 


resource area." 
The figures shown in the table are as follows: 
Total BLM Total BLM 
Elk 21,500 6,700 2,327,000 734,000 
Mule Deer 105,700 63,400 2,340,000 1,009,000 
Pronghorn 8,400 6,300 1,624,000 707,000 
Big Horn Sheep 70 70 24,960 21,760 
Ih 
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term observation, a large majority have been determined to be 
Tn poor condition. The only riparian system that appears to be 
in good condition is a 3-mile section of Beaver Creek, which is 
Tocated in a canyon that is inaccessible to livestock". 
(Emphasis supplied) 


One of our livestock members uses that 3-mile section every 
year. There is, for your information, a livestock trail in 
that canyon. Because of the foregoing and other very general 
statements about riparian, we question how you can condemn 
livestock based on only 20 riparian vegetative transects when 
wildlife are concentrated in many of the same areas (see 
Appendix 16). 


jo Economic 
Economic Values 


Page 3-70, and page 3-71, Table 3-20 and 3-21. 

The economic value of recreation in the Little Snake Resource 
Area is very biased and deceiving by including skiing as a 
recreation value in the amount of $73 million. This value plus 
other values are derived from private and National Forest Lands 
and are not related to the public lands administered by Bureau 
of Land Management. 


Page 3-80, Table 3-29. 1982 Agriculture Earnings shows 
livestock products for a total of $8,948,000 for Moffat County 
and $8,776,000 for Routt County and Tables Al3-2 and Al3-3 
depicting gross livestock revenue. These figures are not 
consistent with the recreation figures that are shown as 
economic value. It is stated on Page 3-70 that "Table 3-20 is 
an attempt to show the value of recreation so that its relative 
significance can be compared to other resources". 


Since a similar table on economic value has not been prepared 
for other resources and the recreation use on lands 
administered by BLM is a very smal] portion of the total 
represented by Table 3-20, it does not represent a fair 
comparison therefore this table should be eliminated. As an 
alternative, a table representing Income by Sector, as shown in 
the Kremmling RMP/EIS, is recommended. 


Livestock production is the third most prominent and probably 
the most stable industry in the Resource Area. Through 
inconsistent application of data leaves the impression that it 
is of less economic importance than recreation or any of the 
other industries of the area. 


Accumulative Impacts 
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In review of the document it appears that many Federal 
Management constraints have been imposed on the private and/or 
state owned lands without consideration of the accumulative 
economic impacts. The FMCA areas are an excellent example of 
the foregoing situation. The Federal Government (BLM) is 

154-18) imposing management constraints on its mineral estate to 
protect wildlife habitat on privately owned lands which will 
directly effect development of the mineral estate on adjoining 
private properties. For example, the private’ mineral estate 
standing by itself may not be an economic unit, but if added to 
the federal mineral estate it would be a viable unit. 


We appreciate your concern for wildlife habitat but it should 
be restricted to the surface estate under your management. By 

154-17] using the FMCA concept it appears that you are indirectly 
zoning private property for wildlife. The zoning function on 
private surface is the function of the state and county. 
Taking it one step further, you may in fact be usurping 
individuals private rights. 


It appears that your concern for wildlife habitat and the 
wildlife species is so overwhelming that you have neglected 
human needs and their property rights. An example of the 
effects of recognizing wildlife areas (FMCA‘'s) on private 
surface, it does not recognize the special need to the land 
454-18] owner for critical livestock areas for lambing and calving 
grounds. 
Some of these areas are in: 
T. &N. R. 90, 91, 94, 95 & 96 W. 
T. 9 N. R. 90, 91, 95 & 96 W. 


Congress recognized in the Surface Mining Control & Reclamation 
Act of August 3, 1977 the rights of qualified surface owners. 
184-1 The Act made the Federal mineral estate subservient to the 
individual surface owner rights by mandating that the Federal 
Government get the consent of a qualified surface owner. You 
are utilizing the subservient mineral resource to dictate the 
land use which appears to be contrary to Congressional intent. 


The same situation and rationale is applicable to the FMCA (2) 
Soil and Water Resources. 


VI. Date 
A. Wildlife Numbers 


Page 3-44, Terrestrial. The time frame used for determining 
population estimates for wildlife is inconsistent. 

164-20 
The population estimate for deer was derived from a 20 year 
average time frame, from 1963 thru 1983. Elk and Pronghorn 
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Federal Agencies and we do not fault BLM for using SCS 
guidelines for range forage inventories. However, these 
guidelines do not recognize annuals, introduced species i.e. 
Crested Wheat Grass, and Big Sage which are a major food source 
during certain seasons of use. These plants are critical to 
both wildlife and livestock on many of the western range lands, 
therefore we believe some credit should be given to these plant 
species on an interim basis while managing to achieve a more 

154-23 desireable plant composition. For example, by maximizing use 
of livestock during certain periods of the year it may help you 
achieve your management objectives. Numbers and time of year 
can be addressed in the Allotment Management Plan (AMP) or 
Habitat Management Plan (HMP). 


This type of rationale, in our opinion, would increase the 
anticipated short term grazing level. This increase depicts 
more realistically the actual vegetation available and it is 
more compatible to your long term objective of 163,493 AUM's. 
The grazing levels will, of course, be validated through your 
monitoring system with the livestock operator. 


C. Inconsistent Data and Analysis 


Appendix 9 “Range Management Opportunities and Actions" does 
not appear to have been given much thought by anyone familiar 
with range management opportunities, methods, and practices. 
It is readily apparent that two of the resource problems 

154-24) identified under "Resource Problems/Conflicts" are duplicated, 
no.‘'s 12 vs. 14 and 13 vs. 15. No. 13 should be combined with 
no. 5 and no. 11 should be combined with 12 so that the 
management opportunities can be readily compared to the 
resource problems identified in Table A9-1. It appears that 
the team went out of its way to identify range problems and 
forgot the purpose and intent of this appendix. 


Discrepancies in Management Priority Areas, Soil (SOIL), 
Watershed (WTR) and Fragile Soil and Watershed Areas (FRAG) 
appear on the Management Priority map legends in each of the 
alternatives. Soil and Watershed although shown separately in 
the legend are lumped together on the maps. The fragile 
watershed areas are shown only on the Preferred Alternative 
map. It is difficult to determine the rationale used in 
establishing priority areas in the following examples. 


In the Preferred Alternative there is no wild horse area 

154-25 shown on the map although on Page 2-64 Wild Horses (Issue 
2-4) states “Habitat Conditions would be managed to allow 
a herd objective of 160 wild horses". 


The Natural Environment Alternative depicts wild horses in 
164-26 areas shown as Soi] and Watershed and Fragile Watersheds 
on the Preferred Alternative map. Why are you increasing 


164-20 


184-21 


164-22 


164-26 


164-27 


—_ 


184-28 


154-29 


154-30 
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populations were estimated from a 5 year average from 1979 to 
1983. In order to be consistent, 20 year historical data 
should also be used for Elk and Antelope instead of using a 5 
year period that was the peak period for Elk and Antelope. As 
an example, Wildlife numbers in the Boxelder, Duffy Mountain, 
and South Duffy Mountain Allotments in 1972 were for all 
practical purposes non-existent. In 1973 there were 50 elk 
during the winter. In 1978 there were 150. In 1983, there 
were 1,500 elk. Antelope first appeared in 1971 on Boxelder. 
Since then due to prohibited hunting until 1984 there are 300 
or more and they continue to move south into the South Duffy 
Allotment . 


The BLM assumes that all figures from CDOW are factual and use 
them to allocate vegetation between big game and livestock. By 
accepting these figures that have not been validated, by 
default, they are delegating their management responsibility to 
the state. 


It should be noted that a policy change by the Wildlife 
Commission considered to be minor may have a significant impact 
on herd numbers, composition and use areas which would result 
in a sizeable increase or decrease of numbers in a short span 
of time in an allotment, 


The acceptance of the CDOW numbers carte blanche for any given 
season may have a drastic effect on vegetation considered to be 
in balance by BLM. It is recommended that changes in Wildlife 
Commission policy such as the 4 point elk harvest policy in 
Northwest Colorado be subjected to an accumulative economic 
impact analysis. What the state may feel is good for its big 
game image and hunter enjoyment may be contrary to good 
management . 


Forage Inventories 


1. Range Forage Inventories made in the Douglas Mountain Area 
in 1978 and 1979, after extreme drought conditions, are not 
representative of the true grazing capacity or forage 
condition. There are reports that these inventories may be 
under rated by as much as 200 to 300%. 


Similar drought conditions existed in the Bookcliff 
Wildhorse Range in 1974 and in the Royal Gorge Resource 
Area in 1979, The range specialists did not identify all 
of the plants nor their density, which resulted in 
inappropriate reductions in livestock and wild horses. 
These two situations were brought to the attention of the 
State Director and Bureau Director and later corrected at a 
great cost to the Bureau and livestock industry. 


We appreciate the need for standardizing guidelines among 
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Wild horse numbers to 470 in the Natural Environment 
Alternative? This doesn't appear to be within the 
Alternative definition. 


T. 10 & 11.N. R. 96 W. - areas are shown as Oi] and Gas in 
the Natural Environment Alternative. This same area is 
shown as FMCA (2) on the Preferred Alternative map. Why? 


T. 9N. R. 95 W. and T, 11 & 12 N., R. 102 & 103 W. - 
areas within those townships shown as Oi] and Gas in the 
Preferred Alternative are shown as wildlife priority areas 
in the Commodity Alternative. Page 5-2 of the RMP states 
that the Commodity Production Alternative would emphasize 
both mineral and livestock production from public land. 

It appears that these designated areas should be reversed? 


T. 11. N. R. 100 W. - areas in this township shown as Oi] 
and Gas priority areas in the Preferred Alternative are 
shown as Livestock Grazing Priority areas in the Commodity 
Alternative. Why were these uses reversed since the 
Commodity Production Alternative emphasized both mineral 
and livestock grazing? 


Soil and Water Resources (Issues 2-5 & 2-6) 
In tracting the above issues through the various alternatives 
the following inconsistencies were encountered. 


Current Management Alternative - Fragile soi] and water 
areas are not mentioned. Apparently the areas covered are 
referring to Soil and Watershed areas. 


Energy and Mineral Alternatives - Fragile areas are not 
mentioned. Inventories and monitoring will be initiated 
but again apparently on Soil and Watershed areas since 
Fragile areas are not mentioned or identified. 


Commodity Production Alternative - Again Fragile Soil and 
Watershed areas are not mentioned. 


Renewable Resource Alternative - First mention of Fragile 
areas for a total of 58,000 acres. These areas were not 
located on the Renewable Resource Alternative Management 
Priority Areas map. 


Natural Environment Alternative - Again Fragile Soil and 
Watershed were included in the amount of 47,000 acres but 
were not shown on the map. 


Preferred Alternative - Fragile areas are discussed in 


this alternative, but no acres were identified in the 
text, however, large areas are shown on the map. 


i. 











164-30 


164-31 


D. 


154-32 


184-33] 
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The above inconsistencies raise the question of why 
Fragile Areas were shown on the Preferred Alternative MPA 
map but not on the Renewable Resource Alternative or the 
Natural Environment Ajternative maps even though specific 
acreages were identified in both alternatives. 


Common to all alternatives Livestock Grazing Page 2-6 
states that livestock grazing priority areas were chosen 
only from I Category allotments. Our first question is 
why "M" Category allotments should not be included because 
according to Appendix 7 they have high to moderate 
potential for livestock forage and no major resource 
conflicts, but in validating our concern we find that you 
have included "M" Category allotments. See Table A8-2, 
page A8-10, Allotments 4303 and 4304, therefore, your 
mangement priority guidance as defined does not apply for 
livestock grazing. Conversely, on oil: and gas you state 
that the priority areas include known geological 
structures and oil and gas units. These lands contain 
known or potential oi] and gas reserves, but instead of 
restricting your analysis to fact, it appears that through 
subjective judgement and the application of geologic 
inference, any sedimentary basin can qualify for oi] and 
gas. 


Errors in Text and Tables 


Numerous errors appear to exist throughout the document, 
including typographical as well as how the information is used 
in arriving at the conclusions reached. We selected, at 
random, allotment number 4206 and traced it through Appendix 6, 
8, 9, 11 and 12 to determine how the process worked and what 
would happen within the allotment. Our findings are listed 
below: 


Page A6-8, Table A6-2, a typographical error 4602 East 
Powder Wash should be 4202. 


Page A8-8, Table A8-1, columnar information under each 
heading is misplaced. 


Page A9-2, Reference numbers used to identify “Resource 
Problems/Conflicts" duplicated no. 12 vs. 14 and no.'s 13 
vs. 15. See Item 1 under; "Inconsistency in forage 
analysis". 


Page A9-3, Table A9-1, should be changed to reflect 
corrections mentioned above. 


Page All-1, All-8, All-14, and All-20, data used in 
analyzing the structural projects in each alternative is 
identical, except in the Preferred Alternative where 70% 
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even though it is a critical elk concentration area. 


VIII. Summary 


4164-34 


164-35 


184-3 


164-37 


154-38 


Based on the foregoing findings resulting from our review we 
feel the statement should be re-written as a draft document and 
submitted again to the public for review and comment. 


Because of the time constraint we selected at random individual 
allotments to track management actions and conclusions through 
the document. The numerous errors, inconsistencies and 
misleading statements identified through application of a 
random selection process leads us to believe that there may be 
many more of these errors and inconsistencies. The Management 
Priority Areas concept caused us concern so we evaluated it in 
depth and have concluded that its intent was to identify 
management areas of concern, instead of establishing resource 
priorities. We reached this conclusion after review of the 
Kremmling and Piceance RMP/EIS's in Colorado and two other 
documents from other states. 


The concept appears to have merit, if it is applied by a well 
trained interdisciplinary team utilizing factual data and is 
familiar with the geographic area. 


The concept has been applied in the three resource areas of the 
Craig District with widely varying results. Its use in the 
Little Snake Resource Area appears to be significantly 
different as you have mixed management programs and goals with 
resource uses. 


In addition you have not shown land ownership on the Management 
Priority Area maps which leads the public to believe that the 
Management Priorities apply to the entire area even though you 
have stated throughout the document that it applied only to 
lands administered by BLM. It is recommended that a land 
status map similar to the one used in the Kremmling RMP/EIS be 
considered. In addition we recommend that the Management 
Priority Area maps be restricted to Federally owned lands. 
After all, 53% is privately owned and 7% is administered by the 
State of Colorado. Because about 56% of the private and state 
lands are underlain by Federally owned minerals, doesn't 
necessarily give you greater management control. Congress has 
recognized surface owner rights over the years, the latest 
being the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of August 
3, 1977. Without the consent of a qualified surface owner 
strippable mineral reserves are worthless. 


We recommend that the Management Priority Areas concept be 


discontinued until it has been evaluated and more stringent 
guidelines are developed. 


14. 


164-32 
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of the structural projects have been dropped - (3 
reservoirs, 4 miles of fence and one well), but the 
results are the same a "Gain" of 418 AUM's. The 
conclusions reached doesn't appear to be rational. 


Page Al2-1, Table Al2-1, The variations in short-term and 
long-term forage available appear to support our finding 
in the above paragraph. 


Page 5-3-12, Table 5-1, Issues should be identified by 
reference number. 


VII. Team Participation 


184-33 


A. 


Employee Qualifications 


There appears to have been a number of changes in personnel 
during the preparation of the Little Snake Resource Management 
Plan which has affected the use and continuity of data and in 
some instances resulted in the lack of objective analysis due 
to unfamiliarity to the Resource Area. 


The Project Manager, Assistant Manager and Team Leader have had 
experience with the environmental impact statement process but 
primarily in other states and on other types of efforts. Only 
three members of the Little Snake RMP/EIS team have had 
experience in more than one grazing EiS from the other three 
Resource Areas in the Craig District. Those are editor - 
Robert E. Woerner, the social values specialist - Davida “Pete” 
Gates and the threatened/endangered/sensitive plant species - 
Karen L. Wiley-Eberle. The Planning Specialist with a basic 
understanding of the Management Priority Areas concept and 
functional specialists participating in other district efforts 
are obviously missing. 


Some of those participating in the Little Snake RMP/EIS effort 
do not appear to have understanding or familiarity with the 
Resource Area. 


The fact that 14 of the team members are no longer in the Craig 
District indicates a transient staff. It appears that 
individual dedication and strength had more to do with 
resolution of the resource conflicts than factual information 
about the resources in the area, 


This document, whether it was intended or not, makes statements 
about the commodity users i.e. livestock grazing which are 
damaging, misleading and appear to be unsupported, For 
example, Appendix 22. . ."the stands still in existence are 
threatened by livestock grazing". However, nothing is said 
about threatened or possible damage by elk in Limestone Ridge 
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For the reasons stated under the land use designations category 
concerning Federal Mineral Constraint Areas, we recommend that 
their use be discontinued and eliminated from the subsequent 
document. It is our opinion that you are jeopardizing private 
property rights over which BLM does not have jurisdiction. 

Some of the conclusions reached are superficial because you 
have not considered in-depth the consequences of their effects 
on the adjoining land owners, 


NORTHWEST COLORADO RANCHERS ASSOC, 





cl 
Dean Visintainer, President 
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NORTHWEST TERRAIN TAMERS 


P.O. Box 1341 
Craig, Colorado -31626- 


May Sy 1986 
Dear Sirs, 


1865-1 The NORTHWEST TERRAIN TAMERS 4x4 Club agree with the BLM about 
making the Diamond Breaks and Cross Mountain as wilderness areas. We 
1 feel that Limestone Ridge should be considered as a possible wilder- 
56-2 ness area. In the Vermillion Creek areca, being a limited use area, 


W we sce no major problems due to its rough terrain and fragile soils 


condition, 


As far as the Sand Wash area, we would like to see as much of 
758-3 this area as possible kept open to off road vehicle use. In any of 


the areas that are limited to no off road vehicles there need to be 


signs indicating that area's limitations, 


One area that we think needs to be posted is the hill on the 
east side of Highway 318, just before the Sand Wash Basin turn off, 
where motorcycles and other vehicles leave noticable trails on the 


hills, these hills are an eye-sore to the rest of the general public. 


If the NORTHWEST TERRAIN TAMERS can be of any help in posting 
signs or any preventive maintenance on the land to help keep these 
areas open, we would like the BLM to contact us, We would gladly 
help out in any way. If the area needs to be adopted by the Club 
to help maintain it, we would consider doing so. 


Thank You, 


NORTHWEST T RRAIN , TAME, CLUB 
SG ee, 
Lf re 
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I've been to Mt. Cross or Cross Mtn and camped their for several days. 
Staring at the burning campfire, I couldn't believe the feeling and 
inspirations that overwelmed me. It was like a higher power commanding me 
to tell people of the beauty and solitude that allows us to refresh our 
spirit and live in peace, not killing coveting, stealing, bearing false 
witness etc The riches of the natural enviroment are God like and should 
not be used in vain, Anyone can see that glorious country from the heights 
of Mount Cross and feel the refreshment of the spirit. But comming off the 
Mountain you also see and feel the greed. The false worship of black gold 
and minerals. The seeking of economic gain at any costs. Black gold to 
produce the wealth to make the trinkets and garbage we clutter our walls and 
yards and country sides with. Working day after day to get ahead we rape 
our lands because we say we need energy or is it because we need energy or 
4s it because we need trikets We need to explore for energy for future 
generations or is it for garbage to clutter or yards. If we are concerned 
about future generations it should be to teach them to conserve and not 
worship trinkets. We should teach them the value of our environment and 
that it must be preserved, for it is our paradise. 


Unfortunately we are slowly banishing ourselves from this land. 
Leave Cross Mtn alone, wilderness 
Moses Jochabed 
tribe of Craig 
born and raised 


on the river banks 
of the Yampa 


(This letter was typed for reader clarity) 
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(SZ 3 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
Monet REGION Vill 
ONE DENVER PLACE — 999 18TH STREET — SUITE 1300 
WAY 9 1986 DENVER, COLORADO 60202-2413 


Ref: 8PM-EA 


William J. Pulford, District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 

Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


Re: Little Snake Draft Resource 
Management Plan/Environmental 
Impact Statement (RMP/EIS), 
Wilderness Technical Supplement 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 


In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 30S of the Clean Air Act, the Pegion VIII Office 
of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the referenced 
documents. We appreciate the opportunity to meet with Carol MacDonald and 
others of your staff in October 1984 to discuss several EPA concerns. We also 
submitted scoping comments for the RMP/EIS. 


We have rated the draft RMP/EIS as E0-2 (environmental 
objections-insufficient information). This rating reflects our primary 
concerns for protection and attainment of water quality standards and 
associated beneficial uses, wetland-riparian area management, protection of 
ground water, minerals management, and monitoring. Water quality-related 
values are to be considered in future planning; however, we had difficulty in 
determining that potential impacts to surface water quality standards 
(designated beneficial uses, both numeric and narrative criteria to protect 
these uses, and the antidegradation requirements), were consistent with RMP 
goals to protect and improve water quality. 


The draft RMP/EIS documents contain several commendable components such 
as: 


° recognition of areas of deteriorated resource ccnditions, 
° recognition of soil and water quality improvement objectives, 


° identification of areas needing stringent watershed/water resource 
measures, 
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Fy he Routt-Bkoffat Woolgrowers Association 


P.O. Box 1437 
Craig, Colorado 81626 


ie Northwestern Colorado - The Home of Choice Mountain-Raised Milk-Fat Lambs 
. 


May 3. 1986 


Roy Jackson, Manager 
Little Snake River District 
1280 Industrial Ave. 

Craig, CO 81626 


Dear Roy, 


The members of the Routt-Moffat Woolgrowers Asso. would 
like to go on record stating that we support every comment 
made in the document prepared by the Northwest Colorado Ranchers 
Asso. with regards to the Draft Little Snake Resource Manage- 
ment Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. To restate 
all of the issues of concern would be needless redundancy 
so, specific issues will not be addressed. 


To summarize the comments made by the Routt-Moffat Wool- 
growers Asso., it should first be stated that the RMP/EIS 
could have been better prepaired had there been more input 
from the permittees so that many of the current inconsistencies, 
errors and biases could have been avoided. The general con- 
sensus reached by the body of the RMWG was that with all the 
forementioned problems, the Draft RMP/EIS should be re-done 
with clearer goals in mind and more, down-to-earth, input 
trom a wider scope of people should be used, We ali felt 
that the intended purpose of the RMP/EIS was a good one, but 
a document that would have such far ranging impact should 
be better prepaired. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment and we hope 
that you take some of these comments to heart. 





Steve Raftopou 
President 


EAT LAMB—WEAR WOOL 
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° plans for riparian improvement, watershed management, and salinity 
control, 


° and an initiative to inventory ground water quality. 


Our enclosed comments are intended to constructively contribute to the RMP by 
covering a range of concerns and recommendations regarding water, 
wetland-riparian area, watershed, and air resources. 


The EPA would appreciate the opportunity to review and discuss with BLM 
the proposed responses prior to the proposed plan and final EIS. We are 
confident that such a coordination process would be very beneficial in helping 
resolve our concerns. Please contact Doug Lofstedt of my staff as needed for 
further EPA coordination (FTS 564-1717 or 303-293-1717). 


Sincerely, 


Vid Maton 


fa Dale Vodehnal, Chief 


Environmental Assessment Branch 


Enclosure 


cc: Roy Jackson, Little Snake Resource Area Manager 
Kannon Richards, Colorado BLM State Director 
Rick Krueger, USFWS, Grand Junction 
Gary Broetzman, Director, Colorado Water Cuality Control Division 
Laurie Mathews, Colorado Department of Natural Resources 
William Dickerson, A-104 (OFA, H.Q.) 
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EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON BLM DRAFT LITTLE SNAKE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
Ship. ECHNICAL SUPPLEREN 





Water Quality, Watershed, Aquatic Life 


The RMP is to "develop management practices to protect and maintain 
existing water quality and quantity", and "identify methods to improve the 
quality of waters not meeting legal requirements" (page 1-7), EPA supports 
these activities since they are consistent with state and federal water 
quality standards (WQS). However, EPA has concerns about whether these 
objectives were consistently met in the RMP/EIS. 





The following are several RMP/EIS statements which raise concerns about 
BLM's program for assuring compliance with WQS (refer to Section 313 of the 
Clean Water Act (CWA) for federal agency guidance for compliance with 
"Federal, State, interstate, and local requirements" for water quality). BLM 
states that "Special stipulations . . . could be placed on federally 
controlled exploration and development activities within new lease areas in 
order to prevent: (1) significant increases in sediment yield and salt 
loading . . ., and (2) contamination of both surface and ground water" 

(page 2-6). “Special stipulations could be added to new federal coal leases 
to protect or mitigate impacts to. . . water quality" (page 2-6). "The Upper 
Yampa River water quality is expected to be adversely affected, during low 
flows, over the long-term" (page 2-79). “dater quality management efforts 
should focus on preventing significant deterioration in the resource area's 
water quality" (page 3-53). "Degradation of water quality could result from 
vegetation removal and subsequent siltation, as well as inadequate or damaged 
reserve pits” (page 4-24). Possible disturbance from coal activities would 
increase “total dissolved solids (salinity) and sulfate concentrations", and 
could also increase "concentrations of other parameters such as hardness, 
Jead, manganese, and copper in local surface water” (page 4-38). Outside of 
heavily restricted areas, oi] and gas development might have “some degradation 
of surface water quality” (page 4-39). Other types of mineral development 
would result in water quality being “adversely affected by increased sediment 
loads" (page 4-39). Improvements in water quality would occur only in “some 
degrading areas" (page 4-41). “Water quality would be adversely affected by 
timber yarding", and “Road construction would be a greater cause of increased 
sediment loads in streams than logging" (page 4-41). Uses of water resources 
for various uses "could be greatly limited" because of degradation 

(page 4-81). “Under al) alternatives, the continuation of livestock grazing 
within the WSAs could adversely impact surface water resources", and “Maximum 
negative impacts to water resources are expected to occur under the Preferred 
. . . alternative" (Wilderness Supplement page 4-11). "Increases in salt 
Yoading and other poliution of local and regional surface waters would 
represent on irretrievable loss of water utility" (page 4-84). These 
statements indicate a need to provide more direct consistency with State wos 
regulations (both numeric and narrative criteria, including beneficial uses 
ned antidegradation) to demonstrate that the standards will not be violated. 
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The CDNR requires National Resource Waters to have "perennial or 
continuous flow and be of high quality and capable of supporting trout 
fisheries." In the discussion of ONRWs in the 40 CFR Part 131 Preamble and in 
40 CFR 131.12(a)(3), ONRWs need not have "perennial flow" or be "capable of 
supporting trout fisheries", nor even be of “high quality". Waters of 
ecological significance also fit the criteria for ONPW. Under Colorado law, 
the "High Quality Waters-Class I" designation is essentially equivalent to the 
federal ONRW classification (with respect to the level of protection 
received). We would like to see the discussion of Criterion 18 revised to 
reflect these concerns for consistency of agency responsibilities, ONRW 
criteria, and designations. 


Coal Unsuitability Criterion 19 (Alluvial Valley Floors) requires that 
“when mining Federal land outside an alluvial valley floor would materially 
damage the quantity or quality of surface or underground water systems that 
would supply alluvial valley floors, the land shall be considered unsuitable" 
(page A2-22). We were not able to determine that this requirement was 
addressed in the RMP. 


Table 3-11 lists wildlife species of “primary interest in planning 
environmental issues." Additional aquatic life and fish species should be 
included (not just gamefish) in order to be consistent with CWA Section 
101(a)(2) to “provide for the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, 
and wildlife". Additionally, we request that cumulative impacts on 
fish/aquatic habitat be addressed on page 4-22. 


The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) requirement that 
mining activities be regulated "to prevent unnecessary and undue degradation 
of the land" needs to be defined in relation to meeting water quality 
standards and antidegradation requirements. 


The RMP/EIS needs to address the impacts of livestock on fecal coliform 
levels in surface waters (page 4-39). 


The RMP/EIS defers certain water quality assessments and the development 
of control strategies to later planning stages. Included are: studies of 
potential salinity control projects; plans for stabilizing high erosion areas; 
and studies of “Saline and sulfate problems" in coal mine areas (page 2-66). 
The RMP needs to clearly identify the procedures/criteria that will be used in 
determining when a soil stabilization plan is needed, and for ensuring 
consistency with requirements of the CWA and the Colorado River Basin Salinity 
Control Act. What is the schedule for doing the four watershed plans 
(page 4-28) and the salinity contro] assessments? Additionally, what 
guidelines will be used in determining which surface-disturbing activities 
will have "heavy restrictions" to avoid increases in sediment and salinity in 
local streams (page 4-41)? 
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The water quality standards regulations require, in part, that existing 
uses be fully maintained and protected, and that high quality waters be 
maintained (except in certain cases when certain specific requirements are 
met). In other words, not only should water quality be improved to meet 
standards where necessary, but high quality waters and existing beneficial 
uses must also be maintained and protected. This is also supported by both 
EPA's antidegradation policy (40 CFR Part 131.12), and the State's 
antidegradation policy (Section 3.1.8 of "Basic Standards and Methodologies", 


188-1] Colorado Water Quality Control Commission). The BLM should ensure that any 


potential increases in sediment, salt loading, or other pollutants that will 
adversely impact existing beneficial uses will be avoided, 


The EPA questions how BLM could adequately identify methods to improve 
waters not meeting WQS without at least a summary evaluation and location of 
waters not meeting standards in the RMP/EIS. What are the water quality 
standards problems with those problem streams mentioned on page 3-537 Is this 
information to be in the “water quality and quantity inventory” to be 
completed (page S-7)? When is the inventory to be done? 


The RMP/EIS cites the document, "Classifications and Numeric Standards 


158-2 for the Colorado River Basin." The RMP/EIS should also include the companion 


document, “Basic Standards and Methodologies," which includes the narrative 
standards and antidegradation requirements. 


The actions discussed for surface and ground water 
maintenance/improvement on page Al7-2 appear to be both important and 


168-3) reasonable. We recommend that they be part of the Preferred Alternative (not 


just in the Renewable Resource and Natural Environment alternatives). 


on a regional basis" (page 4-38). The RMP/EIS needs to reflect that WOS apply 
at all points on a stream, and not just on an averaged “regional basis". 


| The RMP/EIS states that “impacts on water quality should not be as severe 
158- 


habitat, it appears that the analysis and results deal only with terrestrial 
wildlife (pages A2-16 through 18), 


(| Even though Coal Unsuitability Criterion 15 deals with fish and wildlife 
158- 


Coal Unsuitability Criterion 18 addresses the efforts of the Colorado 
Department of Natural Resources (CDNR) in identifying National Resource Waters 
(page A2-22). In discussions with CDNR, we were unable to determine that CDNR 


168-6] has undertaken such an effort. The designation of Outstanding National 


Resource Waters (ONRWs) is an integral part of the WQS program (40 CFR Part 
131). In Colorado, the Department of Health, through the Water Quality 
Control Division and the Water Quality Control Commission (WQCC), administers 
the WQS program. Once the WQCC (rather than the CDNR) designates an ONRW, 
ale? updates fn the water quality management plans are made (40 CFR 
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Ground water issues have been identified in the document and were 
discussed rather extensively. We strongly support the intention to inventory 
ground water quality and aquifer properties (page 2-66). Such a step is 
important for managing ground water resources properly. However, there needs 
to be more quantifiable commitments at the RMP level, e.g., locations, 
monitoring methods, timeframe, monitoring parameters, etc., for the 
inventory. Intentions to assure conformance of site-specific activities with 
EPA's Ground Water Protection Strategy and State ground water regulations 
(currently being drafted) also need to be in the RMP/EIS. 


158-12 


The potential increase in ground water total dissolved solids as a result 
of coal mining is mentioned on page 4-38. The EIS needs to discuss the 
potential effects of salts and metals on area wells and other beneficial uses 

158-13] of ground water. Mitigative measures should be discussed where impacts are 
potentially significant. The draft RMP/EIS also states that ground water flow 
would not be significant if proper reclamation procedures were followed" 
(page 4-39). The RMP should have stronger commitments to assure proper 
procedures. 


Due to the technical complexities involved in designing and implementing 
a monitoring program that adequately links watershed activities and water 
quality objectives (including antidegradation requirements and other narrative 
WQS such as for aquatic life, as well as numeric WQS), the RMP should be quite 
specific about BLM plans to conduct monitoring and evaluations to determine 
achievement of water quality objectives. We suggest that the following 
components of the comprehensive water quality monitoring strategy be addressed 
us ne extent possible (preferrably in a monitoring chapter) at this level of 
planning: 


° goals and objectives (including effects on endangered species in the 
Yampa River), 


0 types of surveys (long-term, intensive) or assessments (including habitat 
158-14 evaluations and biomonitoring) to be used, 


° parameters and frequency to be monitored and their suitability in 
achieving the monitoring goals and objectives, 


° management and environmental indicators, e.g., aquatic habitat, sediment 
delivery, to be used in assessing impacts of past, ongoing, and proposed 
activities, 

° use of activity monitoring in sensitive areas, 


) monitoring responsibilities of BLM, mineral development lease/claim 
holders, and other state and federal agencies, 


° mechanism for monitoring implementation, 
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° determination of adequacy of best management practices, 
° reporting requirements. 


° position or person responsible for monitoring program data collection, 
168-14 analysis, reporting, etc., 


° aquatic life objectives, monitoring methodology, and threshold levels for 
modification in management direction, 


° the feedback loop to achieve timely modifications to activities in 
response to monitoring results. 


As part of rangeland monitoring, water resource monitoring “may be 
necessary to measure changes in water quantity and quality" (page Al4-1). We 
believe that such monitoring needs to be an integral part of the comprehensive 
monitoring plan. 


Floodplains, Wetlands, Riparian Areas 


The summary table for impacts to "Wildlife Habitat" (pages 2-76 and 77) 
should be expanded to include impacts on wetlands, riparian areas, and aquatic 
life for al] alternatives. 


e 
Only a "3-mile section of Beaver Creek" out of about 50 acres of riparian 
systems surveyed thus far (out of about 3000 acres of riparian area in the 
1 





158- 


resource area) is in good condition. A large majority of the systems have 
been informally determined to be in poor condition (page 3-44). We commend 
BLM for addressing management direction to improve riparian and associated 
resources. There is a specific commitment to complete the Little Snake River 
Riparian Habitat Management Plan in September 1986 (page 1-11). Given the 
life of the RMP (10-15 years), we suggest more commitments for improvement, 
including plans, location, timing, and acreage. Are there to be demonstration 
areas? We also request that the RMP include specific plans to conduct a 
certain number of riparian inventories by a certain date. 


188- 


Specific standards and objectives for wetland-riparian area restoration 
and improvement should be described more thoroughly. For example, what does 
protection of “satisfactory condition" as a habitat goal mean (item 2-2.c. on 
page 1-7)? What are the RMP guidelines for: forage utilization rates; 
streambank protection; wetland protection/rehabilitation; and for preservation 
of over-hanging vegetation? \ 


Preferred Alternative (pages 2-62 and 64) incorporates needed grazing 
restrictions in riparian areas as identified under the Natural Environment 
Alternative (item 4 on page 2-53). Are appropriate restrictions to be done 
after additional study? "Under the Preferred Alternative, water quality 


It is not clear that the direction for livestock grazing under the 
158-1 
problems, associated with utilization of riparian areas, would be ameljorated 
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Minerals Management 


The draft RMP/EIS relies extensively on no surface occupancy (NSO) 
188-2 requirements or "stringent performance standards" for of] and gas leasing to 
address important resource considerations. We feel that there should be 
criteria established in the RMP/EIS in order to determine whether a particular 
area should be leased at ail in order to provide adequate protection of other 
resources. Also, according to page 4-9, a NSO requirement would be made if 
the "very stringent performance standards . . . could not be met". We 
168-25) question whether a NSO requirement can be invoked after leasing when it {s 
determined that the standards could not be met. There needs to be more 
specific RMP direction/requirements for when and how watershed cumulative 
168-26| impact analysis will be made to assure, for example, that water quality 
beneficial uses will be fully protected. Direction for water resource 
158-27 protection under existing leases should be addressed. 


The RMP/EIS states that NSO stipulations “might apply from within 
500 feet to 1/4 mile of the water source, depending upon the type of source, 
188-28] se of source, soil type, and slope steepness” (page 2-66). Specific 
guidelines are needed in the RMP defining how the boundaries of the NSO 
stipulation will be chosen in the future, based on the above factors. 


Milk Creek, Powder Wash, and the Little Snake River have documented 
problems from sediments and/or other pollutants (page 3-52), We suggest that 
158-29] they also be included as "fragile soil and water areas" for oi] and gas reviews 
(pages 2-64 and 65). 


Current management would provide sufficient coal to meet demand 

(page 2-74). However, the Preferred Alternative would provide nearly four 

times as much acreage for consideration for leasing (638,758 versus 172,000 
158-3 acres) according to Table 2-35. Given the potential adverse impacts of coal 

-30 mining identified in the EIS on surface and ground water and wildlife habitat, 

we suggest that the RMP provide direction to locate new mining where it would 

maximize inter-agency coal management efforts and the protection of other 

resource values. 


The RMP/EIS states that coal mining would be a gradual process and that 
estimates of disturbance at any one time by all alternatives "are not 
available" (page 4-22). The water quality impacts of continued coal 
development in the Danforth Hills and Williams Fork coal areas “cannot be 

158-31) precisely determined at this time” (pages 4-37 and 38). Several potential 
impacts are discussed generally. In this case, we request either a worst case 
analysis (40 CFR Part 1502.22) in the RMP/EIS, or specific commitments for 
site-specific and cumulative impact assessments for the NEPA compliance 
documentation prior to leasing decisions. Additionally, the RMP/EIS should 
begin to describe the thresholds to be applied to the coal development that 
will protect water quality standards (use protection criteria, beneficial 

158-32) uses, and antidegradation), and the iterative process for assuring adequacy of 
best management practices for water quality. The commitments for project 
specific determination of threshold levels should be described. 
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by fencing of these areas, as necessary" (page 4-40). How will the need for 
168-17] fencing be determined during Jater planning stages (since Appendix All shows 
only division and boundary fences)? 


The RMP is to identify "all... wetland. . . habitats” (Issue 2-2.a. 
on page 1-7). Yet the RMP/EIS also states that "No inventories or surveys 
have been conducted on wetlands . . . habitat to determine number of wildlife 
species, diversity, or habitat condition or trend" (page 3-44), Further 

158-18) identification of wetlands and conditions should be made (and/or the specific 
commitments for inventories scheduled in response to Issue 2-2.a.), along with 
bendy actions will comply with Executive Order 11990 (Protection of 
letlands), 


The RMP should describe the formal, predischarge coordination process 
with the Corps of Engineers (COE) in applying the Section 404 Dredge and Fill 
Permit program on projects that would affect streams and wetlands under COE 

158-19) jurisdiction. Such factors as: notification of projects to be done under 
nationwide (or state or regional) 404 permit; identification of projects 
needing an individual permit; and development of mutually agreeable mitigation 
requirements for individual projects should be part of the description. We 
recommend that the coordination process include notifying the COE of all 
projects that would discharge dredged or fill material into streams, lakes, or 
Labret The COE will then determine whether an individual permit is 
required. 


The draft RMP/EIS states that Federal Mineral Constraint Areas (FMCAs) 
188-20) “may include important . . . aquatic/riparian" areas (page 2-5). We suggest 
stronger guidance for inclusion of such areas in FMCAs. 


The RMP/EIS states that "Removal [of certain portions of aquifers in the 
coal mining area] could result in the destruction or depletion of existing 
wells and springs" (page 4-38). The EIS needs to assess the impacts of this 

188-2 1) action on wetlands and stream characteristics. The site-specific mitigation 
standards to be used in addressing these impacts, e.g., wetlands replacement 
on a functionally equivalent, acre-for-acre basis, need to be identified. 


During BLM consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 
the “USFWS requested a 1/2 mile buffer area be declared unsuitable for surface 
disturbance along each side of these riparian corridors and wetlands” 

158-22) (Criterion 9 on page A2-12 and Criterion 12 on pages A2-14 and 15). However, 
for each criterion, "BLM has defined the most important area under its 
jurisdiction and declared it unsuitable". The RMP should clarify how BLM 
determined which areas were “most important", and how the BLM determinations 
compare with USFWS recommendations. 


The RMP/EIS (item 5 on page 2-66) should describe the specific steps that 
158-23 will be used to ensure compliance with Executive Order 11988 
(Floodplain Management). 
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Air Quality 


Air quality and related subjects such as climate, atmospheric dispersion, 
and meteorology are addressed in general terms. It should be stated more 
clearly that the RMP/EIS is not adequate for specific air quality assessments 

188-33 and that site specific data should be used for impact analysis. Table 3-2 on 
page 3-2 of the draft RMP/EIS is only representative of Craig, Colorado. 
Significant atmospheric stability and mixing height differences may be 
monitored at different locations, elevations, and topography, even at 
relatively nearby sites. These qualifiers should be stated or values should 
be expressed as ranges within the text, omitting the table. 


The resource area meets all of EPA's National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards. Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) requirements apply 
to this area, and the baseline dates for particulate matter and sulfur dioxide 
have been set. This allows an increase in the ambient levels of these two 
pollutants only to the increments specified in the PSD regulations. 


Air quality in the RMP/EIS could be discussed in terms of policy related 
to the type of assessment and to pollutant, source, or location. Methods of 
assessment inform the reader of the detail and approach intended to be used, 
since no site or source specific data is presently available. 


Vegetation Management 


High sediment yields are “emanating from rangelands in unsatisfactory 

condition" in the resource area (page 4-39). Thirty-seven percent of the 

158-34 currently inventoried acreage is in unsatisfactory condition with 33 percent 
of the area uninventoried (page 3-42). We suggest additional discussion of 
existing conditions in terms of multiple rangeland ecosystem values and 
benefits. What is the definition of "satisfactory" and “unsatisfactory” 
condition regarding these values and benefits? Secondly, Tables 2-35 and 4-6 
indicate only a four percent increase in high ecological seral condition. The 
RMP/EIS should describe how a four percent improvement is: 


get 0 a “major impact on ecological seral stages over both the short and long 
1Seas6 term" as stated to result from improvement projects on page 4-14, 


° a “significant improvement in the ecological seral stages" (page 4-15), 


} or how the improvements will substantively benefit watershed, erosion 
control, and surface water beneficial uses. 


We request additional documentation and revisions as necessary for a stronger 
linkage of rangeland problems to solutions under the RMP framework. 

158-36 Additionally, there should be more specific documentation in the final RMP/EIS 
that deteriorated rangeland ecosystem considerations were used in determining 
Category I allotments (page A7-1 and elsewhere). 
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We would like to see the Preferred Alternative provide direction to 
address substantive, readily observable problems associated with grazing that 
158-37/ require attention prior to completion of long term monitoring. Examples could 
include impacted stream, streambank, and riparian areas; and the "many places 
being overutilized" during winter and early spring (page 4-19). 


“Increased grazing would also adversely impact naturalness" in two WSAs 
(page 4-47). The RMP should provide clearer direction for long-term 
protection/improvement of rangeland resources and values in the WSAs, e.g., 
158-36) Watershed, erosion, water resource beneficial uses, etc. Also, the discussion 
of correcting livestock grazing-induced degradation of water resources in 
WwW designated wilderness needs to include grazing management commitments 
(page 4-31 of the Wilderness Technical Supplement). 


The RMP/EIS should include the guidelines that will be used to determine 
158-3 both the type and degree of rangeland monitoring. The targeted schedule for 
completing the monitoring program needs clarification because of the 
correlation to improvement actions. 


Threatened and Endangered Species 


The impact summary (pages 2-74 and 75) should include the impacts on 
threatened and endangered species other than just plants. 


The October 16, 1985 memo from the USFWS (Appendix 25) states on page 2 
that “Preparation of the RMP/EIS itself will have no gmpact on endangered or 
188-41) threatened species." Case-by-case consultation was called for. However, the 
BLM memo from October 29, 1985 seems to have misinterpreted the USFWS comments 
in. stating that “We realize the management actions proposed by the RMP/EIS or 
Wilderness Technical Supplement will not affect any endangered species". 


158-40 


The RMP states that "No activities would be permitted in threatened 
endangered, and sensitive species habitat that would jeopardize their 
158-42) continued existance (page 2-14). We request additional direction in the RMP 
for doing everything posSible to conserve such species in response to Sections 
2(c) and 3(2) of the Endangered SpecTes Act. 
Consultation and Coordination 
Extensive site-specific project planning and impact analysis/disclosure 
158-43 will be done under this broad RMP/EIS. We believe there will be a continuing 
: need for public and other agency involvement in planning some of these 
projects. The process and opportunity for this involvement should be 
addressed in more detail. 
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I protest the plan to restrict the use of 
motorcycles and all terrain vehicles in the 


Sand Wash Basin area west of Maybelle, Colorado. 


Ceetuyr K ach. 
Boe 774328 
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d 
Under the RMP, "Nonpoint source management actions would be coordinate 
with federal, state, and local agencies” (page 2-66). A more specific RMP 


158-44] strategy for such coordination 1s recommended. We suggest periodic 


-agency meetings called by BLM as part of the coordination strategy. The 
bevels should tent! fy procedures that will be used to ensure consistency 
with recently completed and soon-to-be completed Water Quality Management 
plans and Water Quality Assessment (305(b)) Reports. 


tential for using categorical exclusions (CEs) from NEPA compliance 
1s werthoned ok page 4-1. BLM Manual Part 516 DM6 Appendix 5 lists potential 


158-45) tivities that could be categorically excluded. The process for handling and 


160-1 





documenting CEs should be described. 
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Dear Mere Pulford: 


Hovand hunted urlend Geowe and bas Game in the Core Serimna Mountoin area 
vor the Fost mine years, we highly recommend that the West Cold Spring 


oreo be included ir tne Hetionel Wilderness Presarvotion Syctem- 


Although there rag been oal eweloretion in tthe oreo in the east. in Generol 


Rnd olthaugdh the aree 





o wilderness exrperience here := still rossi 





hes been uded by o substantial mumber of rPeorie for reotior, used by 





ronchers for 3rozing: end us 





uofor Pole cuttins: the countrys has remained 


relotivels ungeerred. in tig high desert, Prairie country one con ex- 





Perlencse real remctenezs- Cold Serin@g Mountain ervtremely rach in 





the variety of vegetation found in close Fropimity! there ore dense lodve—— 


pele forests, rolling hills dotteco with Finen and ganiren and sogebrush 
? 


Fleteougs- The orea suprorts o viteol end nmeturai streom system anc an 
abundance of Fold srrings mark the Cold Serins Mountoin rid®e--on area 
unique and suite different from the recommended Diamond Breaks orea- 









The southwest face sf Cold Sorina Mountain together with 21:49nificant 
Fortiong of ths sageorush Flatequ or tor should be dezi9noted wilddrness- 
Jucsing from the lost two years ‘ind of pretection odoinst evergrazing 
and kiiling of sagebrush needes ond 1f not currentiy being rrowided 





under o multiple wsy9e Folicy- Lost weer big Jone hunters ware denied 


access ts Cold Secins Meuntoir anc the Colorade Stete Wildlife Area beeuure 





of thie & 





emoGrorhic cre per tra@ftc was constant t dows 





o week.» Such access geniel and traffic figmels the beginning of the de- 





struction of the Cola Springs area. Pernap@et rretection for this unique 


sPot if desrarots 





iy needed. 
Sincerely yours, 


: ism 


Gerole S.- Hollingworth 
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4708 Venturi Lane 
Fort Collins CO 68525 
May 8, 1986 


Bureau of Land Management 
Craig District Office 

455 Emerson St. 

Craig, CO 61625 


Dear Sir or Madam: 


Having visited the Little Snake area a number of times, I read 
the Little Snake Draft Resource Management Plan with great 
interest. Il appreciate the careful evaluation and summary in 

the DRMP of 23 Special Concern plants and of a number of uncommon 
plant associations found within the area. I appreciate the 
Preferred Alternative’s proposed SMA designation of four such 
sites, Limestone Ridge RNA and Lookout Mountain, Cross Mountain 
Canyon, and Irish Canyon ACECs. Four other sites, however, also 
contain very important botanical features, and should receive 
SMA designation: Ink Springs RNA, Horse Draw RNA, G-Gap RNA, and 
Hell’s Canyon ACEC. Each of these sites was included as a SMA is 
one or more other Alternatives. Clearly, then, they have merit 
for such designation, and their formal designation will add only 
1,525 acres to SMA-designated land. I note that Ink Springs is 
included within the Irish Canyon ACEC as described in the 
Preferred Alternative, but I believe that the special features of 
this site warrant its separate RNA designation. Please describe 
in the final RMP the individual fencing provisions that will 
Protect each of these eight sites from grazing, ORVs, and other 
physical disturbance that could lead to their destruction. 








Although it is disappointing, I realize that when significant 
pressure exists to develop subsurface resources such as coal, 
oil, gas, and minerals, it is difficult for a public agency to 
recognize and protect plants and plant associations. The draft 
RMP demonstrates careful preparation and awareness of the 
importance of these components of the natural environment, for 
which I compliment the preparation team. I deplore, however, the 
Preferred Alternative’s obvious bowing to developmental 
pressures. I support not only formal protection for the plant 
sites mentioned above, but also greater measures to ensure the 
continued existence of the botanical diversity of the Little 
Snake a This could be partly achieved by recommending 
wilderness designation for the eight WSAs. The draft RMP’s 
Wilderness Supplement makes clear that each of these WSAs is 
worthy of wilderness designation. It is especially inconceivable 
that Cross Mountain is not recommended for designation. 








161-3 Right-of-way corridors would minimize significantly the effect of 


and I ask that this 
IT also ask that 


development on the natural environment, 
Provision be included in the final RMP. 


161-4 recreational ORVs be limited to existing roads and trails 
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throughout the resource area, again to minimize their destruction 
of natural values and their disturbance (via noise and air 
pollution) of wildlife and of other users. 


Thank you for considering these points. 


Sincerely yours, 


M. P. Steinka 
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United States Department of the Interior 


NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 


ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGIONAL OFFICE 
655 Parfet Street 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, Colorsdo 80225 


17617 (RMR-PP) 


MAY 9 1986 
Memorandum 
To: District Manager, Craig District Office, Bureau of Land Management, 
Craig, Colorado 
From: Associate Regional Director, Planning and Resource Preservation, 


Rocky Mountain Region 


Subject: Review of Draft Little Snake Resource Management Plan, 
Environmental Impact Statement, and Wilderness Technical Supplement 


This memorandum constitutes our comments on the draft Resource Management 
Plan (RMP), the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), and the draft 
Wilderness Technical Supplement (WTS). 


Units of the National Park System (NPS) and the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) often share common boundaries, and consequently share similar resources 
and have similar management concerns. In this instance, the Little Snake 
Resource Area is adjacent to Dinosaur National Monument. Therefore, most of 
our comments will relate to potentiel impacts on the monument should BLM's 
preferred management alternative be implemented. 


VISUAL IMPACTS 


A primary concern is the potential for adverse visual impacts. Many of the 
fine views from within the monument encompass BLM lands. Especially of 
concern are some of the management priority areas designated in the preferred 
alternative. Large areas immediately adjacent to the monument would be given 
priority for mineral and oil and gas development. Additional impacts, 
including the visual impacts of timber harvesting and road building, could 
occur even on BLM lands more distant from the monument (e.g. Cold Springs 
Mountain and Cross Mountain), areas readily visible from the monument and its 
access routes, 





The preferred alternative recommends only the Diamond Mountain Breaks 
Wilderness Study Area (WSA) for wilderness consideration, while the natural 
environment alternative proposes consideration of all the WSAs. The WSAs 
adjacent to the monument and on Cross Mountain would help to protect visual 
resources of the monument, so we would prefer that those areas receive 
wildern consideration or another appropriate natural area protective 
designation. 
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Another aspect of the visual integrity of the monument is air quality. The 
discussion of air quality under the Impact Analysis section of the 
Environmental Consequences chapter (pages 4-4 and 4-5 of the RMP) is 
incomplete. The preferred alternative calls for up to 111 million acres to 
be open for oil and gas leasing. Yet there is no discussion of the possible 
air quality impacts of oil and gas leasing on the nearby Class II monument or 
on the two nearby Forest Service Class I wilderness areas. 


Our experience has been that oil and gas exploration and development can be 
major sources of air pollution. For example, there are individual oil wells 
operating near Theodore Roosevelt National Park in North Dakota which are 
major stationary sources of sulfur dioxide (over 250 tons per year). We are 
particularly concerned that such exploration and development would exceed the 
Clean Air Act established increments (concentrations beyond baseline) for 
sulfur dioxide and particulate matter for Class I and Class II areas. Also, 
sulfur dioxide is a precursor for sulfates, micron size particles which 
reduce visibility and which are themselves precursors to atmospheric 
deposition (wet or dry). We are further concerned about contributions to air 
pollution from oil and gas wells emitting nitrogen oxides and hydrogen 
sulfide, 


if the sulfur content of the oil or gas is high, processing plants must be 
constructed in or near the oil and gas fields to reduce the sulfur content. 
Tank storage areas and perhaps even refineries could be located in or near 
the oil and gas fields. The EIS provides no detail on these additional 
potential sources for air pollution impacts on the monument or the wilderness 
areas, 


We believe that the final documents should include a detailed discussion of 
these potential air quality impacts of oil and gas leasing on nearby Forest 
Service and monument lands, as well as appropriate mitigating measures. 


WATER RESOURCES 


We believe, in general, that the documents devote inadequate attention to the 
potential impacts on water resources of the monument. This is especially 
true where activities such as timber harvesting and road building would take 
place on nearby lands. Where increased sediment loads are projected for 
certain activities, the documents do not discuss the potential impacts of 
such loading in monument watera. 


The documents recognize the value of the waterways for recreation (e.g. the 
discussion on page 3-52 of the WTS of the importance of the Yampa River 
through Cross Mountain Canyon). The RMP/EIS also mentions that the Yampa 
River from between the confluences of the Little Snake River and the Williams 
Fork is listed in the Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI). This section 
possesses outstanding ecenic, recreational, gevlogical, biological, and 
cultural values - which probably qualify it as a component of the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The proposed areas of critical environmental 
concern, the proposed special recreation management areas, and the proposed 
1/2-mile buffer zone (unsuitable for mining) within the coal planning area on 
either side of the Yampa River should, if implemented, serve to retain the 
eligibility of the NRI segment of the Yampa River as a potential component of 
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Systen, 
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RECREATION 


In general, the rationale behind projected recreational uses in the various 
alternatives is appropriate and convincing. As mentioned above, the values 
of hunting in the Resource Area are obvious. In this regard, the discussion 
of recreation on page 64 of Chapter 3 (RMP/EIS) states thet "No estimates of 
use are available (except for hunting) because of the large size of the area 
and lack of funding and manpower for recreation management." However, 
Appendix 19 contains an excellent summary of recreation visitor days, both 
current (1985) and projected, for eight other recreational activities besides 
hunting. 


The section of Chapter 3 (RMP/EIS) on geology should take into account the 
potential impacts the proposed action and other alternatives would have on 
National Natural Landmarks (NNLs). The sites listed below are located within 
the Little Snake Resource Area. One of the sites, Fortification Dike Natural 
Wall, is located on public lands for which BLM has administrative 
responsibility; the remaining 7 NNLs are found within the boundaries of Routt 
National Forest, under the jurisdiction of the Forest Service (FS). We 
suggest that coordinated efforts be considered between the BLM and the FS to 
jointly address these areas as part of their respective natural resource 
management responsibilities. 


The proposed NNLs, listed by county, are as follows: 


Moffat County - Fortification Dike Natural Wall BLM/State/Private 
Routt County - Buffalo Pass Ribbon Forest FS 

- Hahns Peak FS/Private 

- Hole-In-Wall Canyon FS 

- Little Red Park FS 

- McAlpin Mountain FS 

- Muddy Slide FS 


Park Range (Mt. Zirkel - Flattop Mtn, Area) FS 


Although we noted (page A2-10 of the RMP/EIS) that unsuitability criteria for 
NNLs are described, further planning for the Little Snake Resource Area 
should take into account these proposed designations and avoid impacts that 
could adversely affect the significant ecological and/or geological features 
of these areas. Site-specific information and material on the NNL program 
may be obtained from Ms. Carole Madison (RMR-PL), National Park Service, 
Rocky Mountain Region, P.O. Box 25287, Denver, Colorado 80225, telephone 
303-236-8720 or FTS 776-8720. 


WILDERNESS 


We believe the documents incorrectly draw conclusions on the significance of 
the WSAs as potential additions to the National Wilderness Preservation 
System (NWPS) on the basis of documents prepared by the NPS for other 
purposes (see page 2-62 of the RMP/EIS). The fact that the WSA lands along 
the northern border of the monument were not found to be appropriate for 
addition to the monument does not speak to their suitability or 
appropriateness as wilderness, 
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identify those reserved for wildlife. 
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3. 
MINERAL RESOURCES 


We are particularly concerned with some of the management priority areas 
designated in the preferred alternative. Large areas immediately adjacent to 
the monument are given priority for mineral, oil and gas development. As 
noted above, oil and gas development near the monument could impair air and 
water quality, and result in increased noise due to additional traffic. We 
suggest that such management priorities could also lead to conflicts with 
monument values in the areas of scenic vistas, wildlife, wilderness, 
recreation, and endangered species such as discussed elsewhere in these 
comments. On the other hand, in the Natural Environment Alternative, the 
mineral priority areas are replaced with wilderness priority designations. 

We believe the document should address the combined impacts, including 
aesthetic intrusions, at the monument due to the proposed developments, 
both alternatives, we would prefer that BLM give priority to wildlife, 
wilderness or other natural values on the areas near and adjacent to the 
monument. If the final proposal continues to identify oil and gas priority 
areas near the monument, we would suggest the imposition of the stringent 
stipulations, including no surface occupancy, to minimize impacts to monument 
values and resource, 


With 


We would like to compliment the preparers on the graphics in the RMP/EIS. 
The "Energy and Minerals" map was especially useful for our analysis of the 
potential impacts on the monument due to mineral extraction. 


WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES 


We note that the preferred alternative recommends a reduction in big game 
populations in the Resource Area. Given the economic benefits associated 
with big game in northwest Colorado, we feel that the management proposals 
under some other alternatives (e.g. Natural Environment) would be wiser 
choices for the long-term economic stability of the area. The other 
alternatives more closely meet the population levels of big game species 
sought or recommended by the Colorado Division of Wildlife. Therefore, we 
suggest that greater emphasis be given to wildlife priority areas in the 
selection of a final proposal, 


We further note that there is no delineation of Animal Unit Months (AUMs) 
reserved for wildlife, even though the preferred alternative indicates only 
minimal reductions in livestock AUMs. We feel that the document should 
Furthermore, the RMP/EIS identifies 37 
percent of BLM lands as having unsatisfactory livestock forage conditions 
(page 3-42) with another 33 percent of the lands in an undetermined 
condition; only 30 percent of the lands are in satisfactory condition. 
Similar poor conditions are identified in riparian areas. Given these range 
conditions, we believe it is even more important to (1) identify AUMs 
maintained for wildlife and (2) reduce grazing by domestic livestock more 
substantially than indicated in the preferred alternative. 
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We concur with the statement on page 2-110 of the WTS that". . . these WSAs 
could be more effectively managed by BLM rather than transferring 
administration to the National Park Service." However, we disagree with the 
rationale behind the above statement: " . . , due to the hunting and grazing 
taking place in the Ant Hills, Chew Winter Camp, and Peterson Draw WSAs, as 
well as the oil and gas leases and mining claims within the areas... " 
believe the rationale should focus on the ability of BLM to manage these 
areas in a manner compatible with NPS resources and values, as represented by 
Dinosaur National Monument. 


We 


We note that the Diamond Mountain Breaks WSA is recommended for inclusion in 
the NWPS; we support this recommendation. Although we would have liked to 
see positive recommendations for the eight other WSAs in the Little Snake 
Resource Area, we recognize that there are concerns that could make such 
designations unacceptable to BLM management. Nevertheless, we would prefer 
some sort of protective mechanism - such as Visual Resource Management Class 
I designation ("preserve the existing character of the landscape") - for all 
non-recommended WSAs. 


GENERAL 


A wide range of alternatives is described and analyzed in these documents. 
From the point of view of the NPS, the natural environment alternative 
(except for its provisions for wild horses) is more acceptable that the BLM 
preferred alternative. Selection of the natural environmental alternative, 
at least in the western portion of the Resource Area, would result in 
management which is more compatible with protection of Dinosaur National 
Monument's resource and values. 


However, we recognize the validity of BLM's multiple-use approach to resource 
management and we would like tc acknowledge some positive examples of 
protective planning as demonstrated in the RMP/EIS. 


1. The BLM has identified the proposed right-of-way corridors (nos. 18 and 19) 
near the monument as "unsuitable." Use of those corridors would have 
presented significant conflicts with monument values. 

2. Appendix 22 contains an excellent summary of "Special Management Areas," 
which, if adequately protected, should constitute almost ideal preserves for 
the rare plant and animal species described in each. 

3. The "Affected Environment" chapter is quite thorough. 

As with any large planning document, there are some editing needs. While we 
recognize that the RMP is not intended to be activity-specific, it could be 
strengthened with more detailed identifications of the types and magnitudes 
of expected impacts. As to be expected, there are questions relating to 
logical processes. For example, on page 4-50 of the RMP/EIS is the 
statement: "Paleontological resources in the Calico Draw RNA would be 
protected by designation in the Energy and Minerals and Natural Environment 
alternatives. Under the other alternatives, this area would not be 
designated, so some damage to these resources could occur." This seema 
arbitrary; if the resources are worth protecting under two alternatives, then 
a rationale should be provided explaining why they should be subjected to 
damage in the other alternatives, including the preferred. 
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We are aware of the close working relationships members of your staff have 
had with the staff of Dinosaur National Monument. This will no doubt 
continue, and recognition of each agency's management needs in our respective 
planning documents will be a key element in future mutual cooperation. Thank 
you for the opportunity to review these documents. 


ard A, Strait 


ces 
Supt., Dinosaur NP 

EMM, Ms. Grasser 

AIR, Mr. Hauge, Mr. Lucke 
WASO-762, Bob Stewart 
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enough in its "studies" (or so the Draft alleges) to know the con 

dition of its ranges. More studies are undoubtedly needed and wo 

urge BLM to seek budget increases for research, but good manage- 
pont pracuices cannot wait for interminable studies and uncertain 
‘unding. 


We strongly recommend thac in order to protect the resource from 
further seprecaries the agency immediately begin reduction of live- 
stock grazing on range that is known to be in poor or fair condi- 
tion. 


The Draft says that Allotment Management Plans (AMPs) and Habitat 
Management Plans (KMPs) will be forthcoming, but it does not say 
when or where or how many or in what priority according to what 
criteria. We recommend that the agency immediately set dates by 
which AMPs will be in effect on all allotments, and that all be 
in effect before the year 2000; and that the agency clearly state 
in the Resource Management Plan (RMP) the criteria to be used in 
dint leaeioy nea in what order allotments will receive AMPs; (b) 
what stocking rates will be permates according to specific quan- 
tifiable criteria; (c) what kinds of range treatments will be used 
based on what range conditions; and (d) what kinds and scheduling 
reel sory | will be followed to assess success or failure of the 
MPs. 


The Draft states that "the alternatives describe overall management 
emphasis and do not propose specific, on-the-ground Rue lects or 
actions. . . .in most cases, subsequent analysis will be required 

to implement resource management decisions /and/. . .more detailed 
or site-specific studies will be conducted in compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act and its implementing regulations." 
In other words, the Draft says that BLM will only propose standards, 
objectives, criteria and more studies, but does not an to actually 
implement corrective and protective measures. Nonetheless, grazing 


and its problems and management decisions in regard to them continue. 


The agency does not in fact prapose to make no management decisions 
while it awaits more study results, but prefers to make only deci- 
sions that maintain the status quo, and the status quo is continued 
decline in range condition for most of the lands in the agency's 
care. 


The Draft's preferred alternative in regard to grazing is not much 
different from the current management alternative. Grazing issues 
are addressed in the Draft only because the agency was compelled to 
include them by a court-ordered agreement eden! from a 1973 law- 
suit filed by the Natural Resources Defense Council, and without 
specific planning objectives and timetables the public has good 
reason to suspect that budget constraints, agency reluctance and 
inertia, and the agency's past record on grazing will result in 

the problem continuing indefinitely. This is definitely not in 
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Soulhwesl Regional Conservation Commillee 
Rt 1 Box 25A, McNeal, Arizona 85617 (602) 432-7340 





*:.,TO EXPLORE, ENJOY AND PRESERVE THE NATION'S 
FORESTS, WATERS, WILDLIFE AND WILDERNESS...” 


7 May 1986 


Bill Pulford 
USDI-BLM 

455 Emerson Street 
Craig, Colorado 31625 


Dear Mr Pulford: 


The following are the comments of the Southwest Re ional Conservation 
Committee of the Sierra Club on the February 1986 Bratt Little Snake 

Udon femcniiops: Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (Draft, 
ereafter). 


The Southwest Regional Conservation Committee represents Sierra Club 
chapters from the four state area of Arizona, New Mexico, Colorado 

and Utah, and acts as a coordinating body on conservation issues with- 
in that region. 


We are sorry to report that we find the Draft deficient in a number 

of ways. In respect to grazing issues, we find the Draft so inadequate 
as to be in violation of several laws, including the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
(FLPMA), and we recommend that the Draft be completely reworked before 
a final Plan is issued. In particular, we find the Draft to be vague 
(sometimes to the point of utter vaccuousness), incomplete, non-speci- 
fic, often apparently lat-jpine shes | misleading and, in general, lack- 
ing the data necessary if the public and the land managers are to make 
reasoned, meaningful decisions about the Plan and its consequences. 


While asking the public to make decisions on the basis of grossly in- 
adequate data, BLM admits that its own decisions have been and are 
similarly based on lack of information; the agency, in effect, asks 
the public to sanction the agency's i11l-founded and ill-prepared ac~- 
tions; this is akin to simply telling the public, "Trust me.” But 
such trust cannot be justified when the agency has already allowed 
the resource to become badly deteriorated and when the agency plans 
to do little or nothing about the problem. 


Rather than planning to correct the problem, the Draft merely calls 

for more studies and business as usual, with a vague possibility of 

some improvement somewhere down the road. The agency began this 

Draft in 1983 and admits that it still has not even progressed far 
/ 
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compliance with NEPA. 


Many examples could be cited of the Draft's failure to present nec- 
essary data. For instance, in an appendix on Range Site Inventory 
Methodology, the agency admits that its stocking rates are based on 
an incomplete inventory of the area's soils and vegetation (that is, 
based on inadequate site capability and carrying capacity informa- 
164-2) ¢ion) and does not include a description of the methodology by which 
"the normal expected potentials of each range site and the various 
stocking rates for each ecological seral stage" are to be deter- 
mined. The appendix does not explain the inventory methodology, it 
merely says there is one and that Py using it (which might be done 
someday) or by using some other method, the agency has or may de- 
termine ecological serul stages and livestock forage conditions. 


Similarly, the Draft says that BLM has a "systematic monitoring" 
policy for "resource condition," but that policy is nowhere stated 
in the Draft and no results of such monitoring are present?d. In 
fact, the section of the appendix quoted above indicates that if 
such a policy does exist, it is not being followed. 


164- 


source area covering 97% of 3,258 0! federally-owned acres. Some 
7% of the allotments, covering 37% of the alloted acres, are clas- 
sified as being in unsatisfactory condition, while 31% of the al- 
lotments covering 33%o0f the acreage are in undetermined condition, 
No criteria are presented so the public can judge whether or not 
the BLM's classifications are accurate. 


The Draft states that there are opal epee! allotments in the re- 
164-4 
Again, based on what it admits is inadequate monitoring (apparently 
done according to policy), the agency says it has taken "the first 
step in ranking allotments according to their potential need for 
future improvements" and has classified 71 allotments, representing 
59% of the resource area's total acreage, in the Improvement cate- 
gory and these allotments have been identified as "livestock graz- 
ing and range management" priority areas, presumably targeted for 
treatments to improve forage. But since the criteria for ranking 
allotments has not been presented, the public has no opportunity 
to judge the agency's determinations. 
The Draft says that "decisions implementing changes in livestock 
use would be issued as soon as reliable data were available to sup- 
port that change,” and that,meanwhile,current management ("graz- 
ing preference") would continue for two to five more years. There 
164= is not reliable data for justifying a change in management direc- 
tion, but the available data is evidently reliable enough to jus- 
tify continued destruction of the resource, for the Draft notes 
that current management is leading to a 46% decline in range con- 
dition. Seventy percent of the range is in unsatisfactory or un- 
known condition, yet under the preferred alternative "all grazing 
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use would be authorized at present levels" and "present manage- 
ment would continue on 257,077 acres (27% allotments)." This is 
absurd, self-contradictory and contrary to law. 


The only hint of mitigating actions contemplated by the agency is 

contained in the heavily-qualified statement that “in cases where 
some key forage plants have been critically overutilized, it might 
be necessary to temporarily suspend a certain portion of prefer- 
ence AUMs until further monitoring could establish the proper car~ 
rying capacity" (emphasis added). Such action does not seem likely. 


The primary responsibility of BLM is not to produce cattle, but to 
manage the range resource so it will produce a sustained yield of 
natural resources in perpecustyn including those resources that 
cattle are permitted to use. en the resource is abused by per- 
mittees, the agency must restrict, suspend or revoke the permit. 
BLM does not need to wait for more studies to know that the current 
decline must be checked. While it waits for more studies and more 
funds to conduct them and to implement intensive management prac- 
tices, the agency should institute emergency suspensions of grazing 
in the most-damaged areas and the suspensions should be kept in 
place not just until further monitoring is done, but until the range 
is restored to satisfactory or better condition. 
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Rather than checking deterioration by restricting and cement live- 
stock use, the agency proposes to increase allowed use by 9521 AUMs 
through range treatments on 68 allotments and through structural 
"improvements" on 69 allotments. The land treatments included are 
interseeding (7791 acres), burning (23,179 acres), burning and 
reseeding (29,690 acres), plowing and reseeding (11,465 acres), 
spraying herbicides (6,598 acres) and spraying plus reseeding 

(4,156 acres). Only five AMPs have been written and only two of 
those are in operation (the other Chresioeneat need of "revision"), 
range conditions are unknown on more than 1, ,000 acres, monitor- 
ing is incomplete or otherwise inadequate to make adjustments in 
current stocking rates, yet the agency proposes to implement these 
treatments, solely on the recommendations of the permittees who use 
the land in such a manner that treatments are deemed to be neces- 
sary. 164-1 
The Draft presents no description of these projects, no maps, no 

criteria for determining when, where or Why. they would be carried 

out, no criteria for determining which methods would be used under 

what conditions, no discussion of respective costs of the various 

treatments to the environment and to the taxpayer. There is no 

documentation presented to prove that treatments would meet the 

goals of management and, in fact, no management goals are stated. 

There is no comparative analysis to show that the treatments would 

be better than the cheaper methods of redistribution of livestock 

or cutting of livestock numbers. 
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One way to immediat.iy improve habitat would be to allow more of 
the range to return to climax stage. The Draft calls for only 3% 
of the range to be in climax condition while 95% is to be main- 
tained in artificial "high" or "medium" seral stages for the ben- 
efit of livestock. This is an unacceptably low percentage for 
climax vegetation and constitutes a conversion of rangeland types, 
a virtual destruction of animal and plant diversity comparable to 
the open out of old growth stands by the clearcutting of forests. 
In both cases the practice is contrary to law. We recommend that 
at least 10% of each allotment, starting. immediately, be allowed 
to revert to and be maintained in climax condition. 
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Perhaps the greatest inadequacy of the Draft is its complete omis- 
sion of information on the proposed herbicidal treatments of range. 
The Draft does not indicate: 


1. What kinds of chemicals might be used 

2. What amounts of chemicals might be used 

3. Under what economic and ecological conditions chemicals 

might be used 

4. Where chemicals might be used 

5. What the risks of chemical use might be 

6. What the benefits of chemical use might be 

7. What the costs of chemical use might be 

8. What the methodology for monitoring effects and residues 
of chemical use might be 

. What the social concerns related to chemical use might be 

10. etc. 

Similar information is missing for other proposed land treatments, 

but the omission is particularly significant in the case of herbi- 

cide use because of the potentially high risks involved. The state- 

ment in the Draft that "chemical control is basically the same as 

prescribed burning, although forbs would require an extra two or 

three years to recover" is absurd in the first clause and belied by 

the second; and since it is not the result of naivete, it must be 

considered almost criminally misleading. 


Pesticide use should be included in the RMP as a separate issue 

and be allocated its own appendix or appendices to display the var- 
ious impacts and risks it entails. The implications of pesticide 
use should be addressed in the discussion of each management alter- 
nat aee and in each section of the environmental consequences portion 
of the . 


As with the other missing information in the Draft, pesticide use 
data should be supplied in the RMP and not just in later environ- 
mental assessments for particular projects. The public must be given 
the opportunity to see the overall pesticide use picture in the Lit- 
tle Snake Resource Area, and that is why we have area-wide plans and 


environmental impact statements. 
application constitutes a significant action under Council of Envi- 
ronmental Quality guidelines, and therefore necessitates full dis- 
closure, analysis and discussion in an EIS, not just cursory atten- 
tion in scattered EAs. 
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The economic feasibility of BLM's whole grazing program is ques- 
tionable, from the subsidies of low permit fees to the expendi- 
tures for monitoring, but the Draft presents no cost/benefit anal- 
yses to justify the allocation of 97% of the public land to live- 
stock use. Instead, the agency says that such analyses will be 
included in AMPs to be developed later. 


As with other aspects of the Draft, development of economic analy- 
ses is relegated to some vague point in the future and business is 
to go on as usual. This is not management, but lack of it. The 
place for cost/benefit analyses is in the RMP, along with clear 
descriptions of management objectives, criteria for choosing among 
alternative management methods and practices, implementation sched- 
ules, and all the other missing information noted in this letter. 
It is simply not acceptable for the agency to keep putting manage- 
ment off to the future while continuing to allow cattle to abuse 
the resource. 


Part of the problem with the Draft is that it Sonssauantly seems 

to identify range management with livestock management. Wildlife, 
especially non-game wildlife, is badly neglected in the Draft, as 

it is in the field. No acreages are presented for comparison of 
livestock and wildlife priority areas. No i id comparable to 
eraee allotment figures are given to determine habitat condition, 
no habitat condition or type inventory is given or planned, criteria 
for judging wildlife habitat and population variables are absent, 
standards for triggering habitat improvement projects are missing, 
etc. etc. etc. 


The Draft states that the Little Snake River Riparian HMP is sched- 
uled for completion in September 1986 but no other HMPs seem to be 
underway, though the Draft says others will or should be proposed. 
But future planned or proposed documents cannot take the place of 
information that should be included in the RMP. 


The Planning Issues and Criteria section of the Draft notes that the 
agency, will "determine management objectives for terrestrial, ri- 
parian and aquatic habitats,” but the Draft does not present any 
steps in achieving those objectives. The Draft does say that "wild- 
life habitat would be intensively managed or protected in wildlife 
priority areas" and goes on to name an unacceptably small number of 
such areas. But the Draft does not say what "intensively managed or 
protected" means, and the public is left to assume that management 
and protection must await development of the proposed HMPs which, 
like the proposed AMPs, are relegated to some indefinite future. 
Whatever actions the agency might take, it does not seem to be at 
all interested in non-game wildlife which, except for a few listed 
or otherwise special species, are not mentioned in the Draft. 
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Sierra Club 7 


Ten thousand acres of chemical 


In closing, however, I request that any future EAs for rangeland, 
livestock, wildlife or pesticide projects, as well as any future 
AMPs and HMPs, be sent to me for review before implementation. 
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STATE OF UTAH 
NATURAL RESOURCES 
Wildlife Resources 


Northeastern Region + 152 East 100 North « Vernal, UT 84078-2110 « 801-789-3103 


Ww 


May 8, 1986 


Mr. William J. Pulford 
District Manager 

Craig District Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 


The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) has reviewed the Draft 
Wilderness Technical Supplement to the Little Snake Resource Management Plan 
and Environmental Impact Statement. 


Very little land administered by the Craig District of the BLM is 
geographically located in Utah. Our comments pertain only to those parcels of 
Jand which are in Utah. The UDWR has identified two WSA's which merit 
comment, they are: the West Cold Springs WSA and the Diamond Breaks WSA. 


The West Cold Springs WSA. Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep were recently 
reintroduced Tato the Beaver Creek drainage of the WSA by a joint venture 
involving the Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW), the Utah Division of 
Wildlife Resources and the Bureau of Land Management. Sheep have historically 
inhabited this terrain. Their introduction into the WSA was predicated on 
their former existence there. 


Telemetry locations and visual Siac ogy of the sheep demonstrate significant 
habitat usage in the WSA, particularly the Utah portion, 


Research has shown that sheep are dependent on grassland vegetative 
communities as a matter of dietary preference and necessity. The only 
effective, natural way to prevent sheep mortality by parasite problems is to 
provide nutritious food sources and subsequent good health and vigor in the 
animal. 


Vegetative manipulation to create and maintain high quality grasslands for 
this herd of sheep is a matter of great importance, if the herd is to prosper. 


The land classification of the West Cold Springs WSA should reflect that 
important need. 


Qn equal opportunity empioyer 
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Ellen Eakins 
4801 N. 107th st. 
Lafayette, Co. 0026 


William J. Pulford 
Craig District Manager, BLM 
455 Emerson Street, Craig,,Co. 81625 


Mr. Pulford, 

I am disappointed with what the BLM has recommended 
for the Little Snake Resource Area in the Little Snake 
Draft Resource Plan. The report seems biased towards 
resource extraction, especially oil and gas, and grazing. 
I am very concerned about the Cross Mountain Area. The 
number of pages in the draft dealing with the monetary 
value of mineral resources in the area is unfounded and 
misleading. And yet, time was not given to the value of a 
Cross Mountain Wilderness Area. 

I do not feel recommending administrative protection 
of Cross Mountain is enough. This leaves the fate of the 
area up to the discretionof individual administrators. 

The Area is much too valuable for that. Also, because of 


166-1 the poor history the RLM has in the management of Recreation 


Areas, I do not feel this is a good alternative for Cross 
Mountain. The area needs the permanent protection of 
Wilderness status. 

An issue that needed to be addressed in this Draft 
Resource Plan,dealt with the Yampa River as a possible 
Wild and Scenic River, This was totally ipnored. The Yampa, 
throurh Crees Mountain qualifies in every way for wild 
Status; and, in planning future mineral development of the 


166-2] area, the impact on the river needs to be discussed. Fven 


without the Wild and Scenic designation the impact on the 
river downstream through Dinosaur National Monument needs 
to be considered. This subject was not touched in the plan. 
The, only redeeming feature of the plan was its recommend- 
ation forthe Diamond Breaks Wilderness, particularly the 
boundaries within Colorado. This ts a magnificent area that 
will be a great asset to the U.S, Wilderness System. 
I lived in northwestern Colorado for several years, 
and Cross Mountain was one of my favorite places to be 
with nature. I am intriqued with that whole portion of 
the state, but Cross Mountain 1s a unique gem that should be 
preserved, as is, for future generations, Wilderness 
Status 1$ the only way to guarantee total preservation, 
I hope the BLM will admit its mistake and recommend Cross 
Mountain as a Wilderness Area, I can't stress this enought 


Sincerely, 
Be. Cahina 


Ellen Fakins 


Norman H. Bangerter, Governor 
Dee C. Hansen, Executive Director 
William H. Geer, Division Director 
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Mr. William J. Pulford 
May 8, 1986 
Page 2 


Diamond Breaks WSA. The UDWR owns land and has lease options on parcels 
acent to the boundary in Utah. These lands are part of the Brown's 

Park Waterfowl Management Area. 

Vegetative manipulation and subsequent farming practices have created a 

critical fall, winter and spring range for mule deer immediately adjacent to 

the WSA boundary. 


There is potential to develop more winter range in the same fashion on lands 
that are in the WSA. 


The importance of this management option for big game herds in the area is 
critical. 


Therefore the UDWR supports realigning the WSA boundary back towards the 
cliffs (south) in sections 10, 11, 14 and 15, T.1.N., R.25 £., S.L.B. &M. It 
appears to have been done on the “Proposed Suitable Boundary" designation on 
Map 2-4, page 2-25 of the document. 


This minor change in the proposal would enable the needs of wildlife 
Management to be met without affecting other aspects of the proposal. 


appreciates the o; 


7. 


e Supervisor 


tunity to provide comment on this document. 


Donald A, Smith 
Regional Wild] 
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United States Department of the Interior 


OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING 
Reclamation and Enforcement 
BROOKS TOWERS 
1020 ISTH STREET 
DENVER, COLORADO 80202 


May 8, 1986 
MEMORANDUM 
TO: William J, Pulford, District Manager, Craig District Office, Bureau 
of Land Man. : 







FROM: Mel Shilli 
Western T 


lysis Division 


SUBJECT: Little Snake Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement (RMP/EIS) 


We have reviewed the draft RMP/EIS for the Little Snake Resource Area and are 
submitting several comments and suggestions (attached) for your consideration, 


We appreciate this opportunity to participate in the review of the document 
and look forward to seeing the final RMP/EIS. If you have any questions 
concerning these comments or any other matter relating to this RMP/EIS, please 
feel free to contact Floyd McMullen at (303) 844-2451. 


Attachment 
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OSMRE REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS FOR THE: 1 67 
LITTLE SNAKE RESOURCE AREA, COLORADO 


Comment s/suggest ions: 


Page 2-3, paragraphs 3 (oil and gas) and 10 (realty actions). Please expand 
your discussions to more specifically address oil and gas and realty conflicts 
with coal development. Your proposal to allow conflicte to be "settled by the 
167-1 operators" is unfair to a lease owner who obtained his/her rights in good 
faith, only to discover that conflicts with other users have not been 
settled. As a result of this confusion, the Colorado Mined Land Reclamation 
Division (MLRD) has in the past tried to require coal operators to compensate 
conflicting users for damages regardless of prior rights. 


Page 2-3, paragraph 6 (wildlife habitat). Please expand this discussion to 
explain that critical habitats "can be mined" and that protection "may be 

167-2] implemented" depending on the extent and value of the specific habitat. ‘The 
current discussion leads the reader to believe that all critical habitats 
would receive some protection. If not clarified, it could also lead the 
reader to a conclusion that because a specific habitat is determined to be 
critical, the area would not be mined. 


Page 2-7, paragraphs 18 through 22. A title for what appears to be the 
167- discussion on the "wild horse" priority area should be included to eliminate 

confusion. 

Pages 2-76 and 2-77 (wildlife habitat). We would suggest the addition of 

"wildlife habitat diversity" and "raptor nesting" as additional comparison 
167-4] factors for this resource. Highlighting the disturbance/reduction of both 

factors under the energy and minerals alternative would give the reader a 

better understanding of the alternative as a whole. 


Page 3-53 (alluvial valley floors). If floodplains are present within the 
study area as indicated here and in appendix 2 (page A2-18 and A2-19), some 

167-5 discussion of the area as prime farmland should be included. Alluvial valley 
floors, floodplains, and prime farmlands, are all considered to be "special 
categories of mining" under Colorado MRLD regulations and should be addressed 
in a uniform manner. 


Page 4-21, paragraph 3 under wildlife habitat. The impact to breeding bird 
167-6] and mammal species who rely on aspen growth for population maintenance should 
be addressed. t 


Pages 4-22 through 4-24 (issue 1-1: coal), This section should be expanded to 


include impacts to raptors and other non-game species from the surface mining 

167-7] of coal. Routine impacts from stream diversions, changes in topographic 
diversity, and changes in vegetation diversity have dramatic effects on these 
species. 


0498m 
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‘AS implied earlier, I have been distressed for some 
time about certain other areus which were undeservingly 
released from further wilderness study. Chief amoung these 
is Cold Springs Mountain,.Not just the western part, but 
the whole mountain, which includes the top, known in the 
studies as Limestone Ridge..I have spent many extended 

168-3 periods of time in these areas and can attest to thier true 
wilderness characgor. The excusses given for non WSA status 
W were leme and inaccurate, The divisions made because of 
so called roads, ways and stock runs had no factual basis 
and make little to no sense. The release of the Dinosaur 
adjacent units was another irresponsible act, betraying 
the greater interest of the people of th United States, 
These areas are valuable additions to the monument and fit 
all the guidelines for wilderness designation. 


It also seems that the recommendations concerning 
grazing is based on personal profit motives rather than 
@ desire to protect the public lands, The fact that only 
part of the land was surveyed, with a disturbingly large 
percentage being in poor condition, proves something is 
not being done correctly, 


The only partial redemption for this draft was the 
recomendation of Diamond Breaks for wilderness, It seems 
that the boundary lines (at least in the Colorado section) 
are excellent and someone should be commended. 


In general though, It annears this draft was belligerent 
to the need for protection of the nublic lands and the protection 
of valuable wilderness areas. From the onset I couldn't 
believe the armas not getting proper wilderness study and 
protection; Limestone Ridge, Cold Springs Mountain, Vermillion 
Creek, the Dinosaur Adjacent areas, and many others. 

But to add Cross Mountain to this list is just amazing. 

There can be no other reason than personal greed and profit 
motives to destroy these areas. This sacrificing of land 

for profit can seldom be justified and never at the expense 
vf the public and the loss of irreplacable treasures, No 
money, no consumable resource can be so valuble that we 

should allow the distruction or spoiling of our few remaining 
wildernesses, The public lands are a trust for all Americans, 
for generations to come, not the short term profits of a few!. 


Sincerely, cs 


Gd ear 


John F, Eakins 
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John Eakins 


4E01 N. 107th 


lafayette, Co.&0026 


William J.Pulford 
Craig District Manager 
BLM 

455 Emerson Street, 
Craig, Co. 81625 


Mr. Pulford; 

I am writing to express my dissatisfaction, frustration 
and anger concerning the attitude shown by the Bureau of Land 
Management toward wilderness in the Little Snake Resource 
area, This has been evidenced by the entire BLM WSA process, 
demonstrated finally by the Little Snake Draft Resource 
Management Plan. I lived west of Craig for many years and 
spent a great deal of time exploring the country out there. 

I was appalled at the areas which were released from further 
wilderness study years ago; Limestone Ridge, Vermillion Creek, 
Irish Canyon and the Dinosaur adjacent units. I was relieved, 
however, that Diamond Breaks and Cross Mountain, the jewel of 
north-western Colorado, had Leen recommended for further study, 
Now I see that even Cross Mountain has been re jected, 

This is an outrage!.Tjis deronstrates how the entire process 
has been biased and onesided against wilderness, This needs 
correction, 





Many pages of this draft were devoted to hypothesizing 
the monitary value of the o1l and gas to be found under Cross 
Mountain, Thereis absolutely no solid evidence to support 
these figures, Further more, no consideration was given 
to tne value of Cross Mountain as wilderness. I would suspect 
the long term advantages of keeping Cross Mountain wilderness 


168-1 would benefit more people, for more time than the few who 


would profit from the short term goals of destroying this 

unique and wonderful place. Also, to suggest that administrative 
controls can be counted on to afford any significant protection 
for Cross Mountain or any other area borders on the ludicrous, 
as does the idea of specially managed recreation areas instead 
of proper wilderness protection. 


Another item which needs to be addressed is Wild 
and Scenic River status for the Yampa, both through Cross 
Mountain and any impacts on the river through Dinosaur 
National Monument. The lower Yampa River in general, and 
Cross Mountain in particular, represent very unique eco- 
systems with unmatched beauty. The Yampa meets all the 
requirements for Wild River status in Cross Mountain, and 
deserves study and protection. 





May 9, 1986 


Mr. William J. Pulford 
District Manager 

Bureau of Land Management 
Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


Re: Little Snake Resource Management Plan and Environmental 
Impact Statement: Affect Upon Prospecting Permits C-19066, 
C-31244, C-33167, C-34126, C-35577, et. al. 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 


The draft RMP/EIS proposes to ban surface mining for 
other minerals within certain management priority areas. If 
approved in its current form, such a prohibition may affect some 
or all of the captioned prospecting permits as well as other 
permit applications currently pending before the BLM. Surface 
mining is the only economical method of extracting gold, rare 
earths, and other minerals found on the above permit lands. Were 
the BLM to ban surface mining for other minerals on any of the 
above permit lands, then the permit would, in essence, be 
worthless. 


By letter dated April 24, 1986, I requested of the BLM 
that I be allowed to examine its factual findings and field 
studies in support of the BLM's conclusion that surface mining 
for other minerals presents irreconcilable conflicts with certain 
other uses that cannot be mitigated. I have never received a 
response to that request. A prohibition of surface mining within 
the above permit lands could cause severe economic damage and 
hardship to Centennial Gold Corporation as well as others. In 
the absence of thorough scientific studies substantiating the 
BLM's conclusions, the BLM may be liable for damages suffered by 
owners of prospecting permits issued prior to the approval of the 
RMP/EIS, if those permit owners are able to qualify for a lease 
but are prevented by the RMP/EIS from economic recovery of the 
minerals for which the permit was issued. 


P.O. Box 1138, Craig, CO 81626/303 824-8294 
SIX SEKEM IB NOEK IMME XMIN NEA NSU AEUHX BOE ASH HODES NALS 
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COLORADO NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY 


P.O. BOX 200 * FORT COLLINS, COLORADO 80522 


Mr. Wi.liam J. Pulford 
May 9, 1986 
Page Two 


rotation and convey atton 


native fi 


ter the 






Velorn 





Please advise as to whether a stipulation prohibiting 
160-fsurface mining will be a part of any lease issued pursuant to the 
above prospecting permits or any other permit issued prior to the 





approval of the RMP/EIS. Centennial has already invested much May 7, 1986 
time, energy, and money in obtaining the permits and conducting 
preliminary exploration. If Centennial will not be allowed to Mr. William J. Pulford, District Manager 
recover the minerals by surface mining technics, which are the Bureau of Land Management 
only economical method of recovery, then it must reassess its Craig District Office 
Position relative to the permits and consider taking other 455 Emerson Street 
appropriate action to limit and/or recover its losses. Craig, CO 81625 
Inasmuch as Centennial is now formulating its plans for D Mr. Pulford: 
the 1986 summer exploration season, a prompt response would be eS Nan TISAI 
appreciated. Re: Little Snake Draft Resource Management Plan 
ey truly yours, [This letter supplements the Colorado Native Plant Society's comments 
(5 et presented at the March 10, 1986, hearing in Denver CO.] 
COB GEA 
Sala The Society commends the draft RMP's specific recognition of the presence, 
Garry Miller importance, and value of the many rare and special plant species and plant 
Administrative Manager associations found within the Little Snake Area. We appreciate the fact 
that- this Resource Area utilized trained, competent botanists to survey and 
cc: Chief, Minerals Leasing Section inventory these botanical resources, and that measures for protection of 
BLM Colorado State Office some of the special plants are proposed. We agree with and strongly support 


designation as proposed in the Preferred Alternative for Limestone Ridge 
RNA, and for Irish Canyon, Lookout Mountain, and Cross Mountain Canyon 
ACECs. We urge, however, that four other botanically important sites be 
designated as Special Management Areas: 


1, Ink Springs (280 acres) - recommended Research Natural Area (RNA) 
2. G-Gap (275 acres) - recommended RNA 

3. Horse Draw (690 acres) - recommended RNA 

4, Hell's Canyon (280 acres) - recommended ACEC 


The importance of each area is well-summarized in Appendix 22. Although 
administrative protective measures ere proposed for these sites, we believe 
this to be an inadequate substitute for formal protection, SMA designation 
for these four sites would provide a significant improvement in the 
protective measures offered for plant resources, with only a trivial 
addition in land area to be protected (1,525 acres more), We also ask thet 
these areas be closed to ORV use, which clearly is incompatible. 


CONPS ise disappointed that only the Diamond Breaks Wilderness Study Area is 
recommended in the Preferred Alternative as suitable for wilderness 
designation, Our Society and our members individually are concerned with 
conservation of all of our state's native flora, common species as well as 
170-1 rare, Although we recognize that wilderness designation may be accompanied 
. W by problems of overuse or other forms of abuse, we nonetheless support 
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Little Snake draft RMP comments 7 Chardonnay Court 
~ page 2 - Grand Junction, CO 61503 
6 May 1966 


wilderness for its many educational and recreational opportunities, 
including the pleasures our members, like many others, derive from quiet 
activities in natural settings. The RMP states, candidly, "Nondesignation 


of a wilderness study area would cause the loss of wilderness values in the William J. Pulford 
long term because of short-term surface uses such as road construction, Craig District Manoger 
vegetation manipulation, surface mining, or construction of facilities..." 

170-1] (pege 4-81). It seems inconceivable that we cannot set aside just 7% of the The Bureau of Land Management 
BLM lands within the Little Snake Resource Area, which the eight WSAs would 455 Emerson 
represent, and prevent these losses to our future quelity of life. The Craig, Colorado 61625 


Colorado Native Plant Society therefore supports and urges the dl 
recommendation of ali eight Wilderness Study Areas as suitable for 

designation. The exceptional biological, geological, anthropological, non- . Deer Mr. Pulford: 
motorized recreational, and scenic values of Cross Mountain WSA, in 
particular, virtually mandste its designation as wilderness. The proposed 
Recreation Management Area clearly is inadequate for its protection. 





As 6 frequent recrestional user of BLM lands in northwestern Colorado ond 
thus being interested in their future management, | offer the following 
Finally, we wish to comment that the Preferred Alternative does not fairly comments regarding the Little Snake Resource Management Plan. 

balance competing resource demands. "Potential" oil and development 

clearly is emphasized, at whatever cost to biological resources or other ‘3 x 8 

types of use. The "Natural Environment" alternative is ludicrous; it | support BLM’s recommendations with respect to Diemond Breaks, Irish 
provides few significant differences from the resource development Canyon, and Limestone Ridge. Irish Canyon, in particular, is o favorite area 


alternatives (Energy & Minerals, or Commodity Production), and it is a 5 nee 
therefore impossible to develop a Preferred Alternative that gives fair of mine © great place for Photography, geologizing, ond studying rock 


170-2) consideration to the environmental resources. Surely no one can believe art! 
that providing 124,000 grazing AUMs; over 1.10 million acres open to oil and 
gas leasing; 638,800 acres available for coal leasing consideration; and 
only 91,000 (of 2.4 million) acres withdrawn from mineral entry and 





However, | urge you to change BLM's recommendations for Cross Moun- 


development constitutes an Alternative that "... (emphasizes) the protection toin, West Cold Springs, and the five small WSAs adjacent to Dinosaur 

and enhancement of the natural environment," or "...(does) not detract from National Monument. Together they comprise relatively little acreage, less 
the natural setting” (page S-2, Natural Environment Alternative * A . 
description). Thus, we ask for re-formulation of a genuine "Natural then three percent of the lends available for mineral development in the 
Svirorment™ alternative that would conserve the lenvitonmentallresources| to vicinity. Yet their obvious wilderness values ore being sacrificed for their 
the same degree that the resource development alternatives would destroy potential oi] and gas values. This is not right! Surely the economic gains 
thea, Only then can a fair, rational Preferred Alternative be developed 171-1 


from mineral development cannot outweigh the importance of these areas 


b al 1 ives. ‘ ; 
re Mcrae Sea hae neha W [with respect to wildlife habitat, scenic volues, ond opportunities for soli- 
Sincerely, tude and primitive recreation. These areas deserve the protection that 
‘ , only wilderness designation can afford. 
usar wl arbre 
Susan S. Martin Thenk you for considering my comments. 


Conservation Committee Chair 


Sincerely, 


Ascot Peg do 


Diane L. Langdon 
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1907 Monument Canyon Dr. 
Grand Junction, CO 81503 
May 8, 1986 


Mr. William J. Pulford 
Craig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Craig, CO 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 


I am writing to urge you to reconsider the 
proposed status of the Cross Mountain Wilderness Study 
Area as presently designated in the Little Snake Area 
Resource Management Plan. 


Although I have never personally been in the 
Cross Mountain WSA, I have been in nearby areas in the 
canyons of the Green River and have seen photographs of 
this area and have read descriptions of it. From these 
sources of information I am convinced it should be 
classified as a designated wilderness area. In view of 
its status as habitat for certain endangered or threat- 
ened species of wildlife, I feel that such a classific- 
ation is all the more justified. 


I urge you to place Cross Mountain WSA in the 
category of designated wilderness in the interests of 
the greatest good over the long haul. 


Respectfully, 


COL mee 
Jos@ph G. Hall 


4700 Venturl Lane 


Fort Collins CO 80525 
May 5, 1986 


Mr. Willlam J. Pulford 
BLM Cralg District Office 
455 Emerson Street 

Cralg CO 81625 


Dear Mr. Pulford, 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Little Snake draft Resource 
Management Plan, Although | find the Preferred Alternative unsatisfactory 
In general, for reasons to be presented below, | do support Its proposed 
designation of Limestone Ridge RNA and three ACECs (Lookout Mountaln, Cross 
Mountaln Canyon, and Irish Canyon). The draft RMP's excellent presentation 
of the rare and special concern plant resources of the Resource Area gives 
ample justification for these Special Management Areas; In addition, | urge 
thet Ink Springs be designated an RNA (as opposed to the proposed Inclusion 
In the Irish Springs ACEC), and that G-Gap and Horse Draw sites also be 
designated RNAs, | am deeply concerned that Colorado not sacrifice good 
quality examples of uncommon plant assocletions, which these sites 
represent, Together these three sites totel only 1,245 acres, which surely 
can be set aside with formal designation to protect the botanical vaiues. | 
also urge ACEC designation for the 260 acre Hell's Canyon site to provide 
better protection for Its rare plants. 





To evaluate the draft RMP, | examined the Preferred Alternative (PA) for 
each of the 19 "Issues" |Isted, and compiled a table summarizing which other 
Alternative It most closely followed (see Table 1, page 2 of this letter). 
Several Interesting polnts can be seen In the table: 


(1) all "Issues" pertaining to developing resources closely fol lowed 
Commodity Production and/or Energy & Minerals alternatives. 


(2) the Wilderness "Issue" In the Preferred Alternative was directly 
(exactly) taken from the Energy & Minerals alternative; does this 
suggest a balance or compromise among alternatives? 


(3) the Natural History "Issue" In the Preferred Alternative proposes 
fewer RNAs (1) than even the Energy & Minerals (4) or Commodity 
Production alternatives (3); does this suggest a balance among 
alternatives? 


(4) on the Major Rights-of-way "Issue," the Preferred Alternative's 
acres Identified as sensitive to routing are even fewer than In 
Energy and Minerals alternative; does this suggest an adequate 
consideration of other resources? 


(5) the Preferred Alternative's stance on the Threatened/Endangered, 
Candidate, & Sensitive Plant "Issue" Is nearly Identical to that 
of the Energy & Minerals alternative (1 RNA + 3 ACECs); does this 
provide a balance between resource development and resource 
conservation? 
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I protest the plan to restrict the use of 
motorcycles and all terrain vehicles in the 


Sand Wash Basin area west of Maybelle, Colorado. 


0 Sox 714320 


Seawbet yr 
SI -Y?E 
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page 2 


Table 1. Summary of the Alternative most closely resembling the Preferred 
Alternative's provision for each of 19 "Issues" Identified In the 
Little Snake draft RMP. 


ee eb lr As ee ee ee ET 
Alternative most nearly resembled by pal 


issue —M cP RR CM NE 

Coal XXXXXXX 

Ol! & gas XX 

Other mineral development XX 

Livestock grazing XX XX 

Wiidilte habitat XX 

T/E, Candidate & Sensitive Plants XX 

Wild horses XX 

Sol! & water resources XX (with e few additions; all 
alternatives similar) 

Forest lands & woodlands XXXXXXX 


Fire management (All alternatives the same) 


Wilderness XX 


Natural history [Oi fferent from (worse than) any; fewer 


RNAs (1) than even EM (4) or CP (3)] 
Recreation (Different from any) 
ORV designation XX 


Cultural resources (All alternatives the same) 


Paleontological resources XX 


AcquIsition/disposal areas (All alternatives the same) 


Major Ri ghts-of-way less than Xx 


Access, boundary marking, roads XX 





tem = Energy & Minerals Alternative 
CP = Commodity Production 
RR = Renewable Resource 
CM = Current Management 
NE = Natural Environment 
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page 3 


This obvlous blas In the Preferred Alternative Is astounding when It Is 
reallzed that the so-called "Natural Environment" alternative Is hardly en 
alternative at all. The Natural Environment alternative Is described (page 
S-2) as providing "...the protection and enhancement of the natural 
environment and resources of substantial scientific Interest. It would 
favor management and use that do not detract from the natural setting." By 
comparing the Natural Environment alternative (NE) with the alternative most 
destructive of natural resources, the Energy & Minerals alternative (EM), 
one quickly sees just how !ittle different NE really Is. For example: 


issue —M NE 
Ol! & gas 


open to leasing 
w/ standard lease terms 


(mlitlon acres) 1.10 1,00 


open w/ seasonal restrictions 685,927 ac. SAME 
(critical wiidlife habitat) 
open w/ avoldance stipulations or NSO 55,970 ac. 100,555 


closed to leasing (proposed w!|derness) 35,380 ac. 90,887 


Livestock grazing 152,000 AUMs 124,000 


T/E, Candidate, and BLM Sensitive Plants: 


acres designated as RNAs or ACECs 19,380 ac. 21,975 


Wilderness 
WSAs recommended for designation (acres) 1 (35,380) 8 (90,687) 
ORY designation 
Acres open 982,490 835,308 
Acres |Imited (designated roads & trails) 262,000 343,160 
Acres closed 55,510 122,172 


It Is clear that virtually the only difference between the extreme Energy & 
Minerals alternative and the mlsnamed Natural Environment alternative Is the 
number of WSAs to be recommended for wilderness designation---8 In NE vs, 1 
In EM. Proposing to set aside this difference of 55,507 acres, representing 
4.3% of the 1.3 milllon acres In the planning area, apparently Is what 
constitutes the Natural Environment alternative---which | submit should more 
correctly be named the "Only Slightly Less Development Alternative." 


This analysis leads to the Inescapable conclusion that the Preferred 
Alternative Is based on faulty premises, In that the alternatives from which 
It Is drawn are themselves faulty. If the Natura! Environment alternative 
were formulated to do what Its description clalms, then It could be fairly 
valued against other alternatives In deriving a Preferred Alternative that 
truly balances protection of resources vs. demands for resource development 
vs. deslres for recreational uses. 
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8 Moy 1986 

Audubon Society of Western Colorado 
2352 Broadway 

Grand Junction, Colorado 81503 


Williom J. Pulford 

Croig District Manager 

The Bureau of Land Management 
455 Emerson 

Croig, Colorado 61625 


Deer Mr, Pulford: 


Thonk you for BLM's recommendation of Diemond Breoks as suitoble for 
wilderness designation and for the identifications of Irish Canyon as on 
ACEC and Limestone Ridge as an RNA. We commend you for recognizing the 
uniqueness of these ores ond the importance of their protection and 
preservation. We ask that you reconsider your recommendations for the 
remoining seven wilderness study oreas within the Little Snake Resource 
Area, however, os we fee) these areas possess wilderness volues for in 
excess of their potential o1] and gos and/or livestock yelues ond deserve 
legislotive protection to retain their character. 


Cross Mountoin is a distillation of wilderness--within its less then 
14,100 acres, one finds unparalleled scenery, challenging recreation 
opportunities (hiking, whitewater kayaking, fishing, hunting), 0 unique 
assemblage of wildlife (bighorn sheep, mule deer, elk, and antelope, 
numerous reptors, and several species of endangered or threotened fish), 
and undisturbed cultura) resources. Constituting less than one percent of 
the acreage available for oi! and gas leasing in the vicinity, Cross 
Mountain's obvious wilderness values must take precedence over its 
ostensible mineral values, 


West Cold Springs and the five small WSAs adjacent to Dinosour National 
Monument have elso been recommended os unsuitoble for wilderness~~ 
agoin, apperently on the basis of potentiol mineral resources, West Cold 
Springs reflects 9 transition zone between physiographic provinces that is 
not well represented in the Wilderness System, provides habitot for 
bighorn sheep end elk, and offers outstanding opportunities for solitude 
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page 4 


Having made many visits to the Interesting and beautiful portion of Colorado 
that Iles within the Little Snake Resource Ares, | feel strongly about 
preserving some of that area. The "potential" for ol!, gas, and minerals 
development should not cause us to lose sight of the Inescapable fact that 
once destroyed, the natural values of this land can never return, 
Similarly, the archaeological values of the area are inadequately known, and 
once lost, can never be regained. | ask, therefore, that a new Natural 
Environment alternative be developed, and that a new Preferred Alternative 
be formulated In which biological, archaeological, and aesthetic resources 
are valued equally with the non-renewable resources, This clearly will lead 
to a revised Preferred Alternative In which, relative to the present 
Preferred Alternative: 


-- additional area is recommended as sultable for wilderness designation; 

~~ SMA designation Is proposed for additional areas having special 
botanical or geological features; 

-- a thorough Inventory of archaeological sites Is Included; 

-- acreage Identified as potentially avaliable for consumptive use of 
non-renewable resources Is significantly reduced; 

=~ rights-of-way corridors are established to minimize effects of resouce 
development on other, equally Important, values; 

-- essential wildilfe habitat Is Identified and protected; 

-- grazing Is diminished to a level within the sustainable carry!ng- 
capacity of the land, ond eliminated where It Is destructive to 
existing natural values; 

-- opportunities for non-motorized recreational activities are enhanced, 
and destructive motorized uses are | Imited, 


Whether a non-renewable resource should be developed must be considered with 
consideration for all the other components of a multiple-use mix, not simply 
as a stand-alone question of whether It could be developed. The present 
Preferred Alternative does not allow that evaluation. The draft RMP Is an 
excellent comp! lation of Information on resources of the Little Snake Area, 
and the preparation team has made an enormous contribution to our knowledge 
and understanding of these resources. The final RMP, however, should not be 
based on the draft RMP's unsatisfactory, extremely resource development- 
orlented, Preferred Alternative, 


StIncerely, 


rhusa XL Darton) 


Susan S. Martin, Ph.D. 
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and primitive recreation within its numerous gorges. The five sma}) areas 
abutting Dinoseur Notional Monument round out the topogrephicel 


478-1 | “boundary” of the Monument ond should be considered together when es~ 


sessing their contribution to the Monument as wilderness; their sacrifice 
solely on the basis of potential mineral resources is unjustifiable. 


Lastly, we implore you to correct the detrimental grezing prectices that 
hove resulted in one-third of BLM’s management area being in unsotis~ 
factory condition. Further forage monitoring should be accompenied by 
jmmediote reductions in livestock allocations in areas known to be in 
unecceptable condition. 

Thonk you for considering these comments. 


Sincerely, 


Manas Be Kaylor 


Danni L. Langdon 
Conservation Chair (Acting) 
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May 12, 1986 


William J Pulford 


(oe iecheny Craig District Manager, BLM 
4 MALO ee 455 Emerson Street 

Whi + ' Craig, Colorado 81625 
sf cA tals 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 

We understand the BLM has not recommended Cross Mountain 

for wilderness designation. 

This is unfortunate since there is considerable wildlife there 
176-1)and even some endangered species. I certainly hope their reasons 
WwW for the denial are not due to speculative oil and gas availability. 

Please send me a draft plan since I wish to urge you to support 


wilderness for Cross Mountain and not oil and gas exploration. 


Sincerely yours, 


Kathy TOuneL 


Kathy L Towner 


kitiss 
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Wnited States Senate UNIVERSITY or COLORADO WILDERNESS STUDY GROUP 


WASHINGTON, DC 20510 





May 13, 1986 
Ls May 2, 1986 
William J. Pulford 
Craig District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Mr. Pulford, District Manager 455 Emerson Street : 
Craig District Office Craig, CO. 61625 PEREGRINE 
Bureau of Land Management FALCON 
U. S, Department of the Interior 
455 Emerson Dear Mr. Pulford, 
Craig, Colorado 81625 Enclosed are the comments of the University of Colorado Wilderness 
Study Group on the Draft Little Snake Resource Management Plan and 
RE: Draft Little Snake Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. 


Environmental Impact Statement. 
The University of Colorado Wilderness Study Group endorses the Natural 


Dear Mr. Pulford: Environment alternative and the All Wilderness Alternative. These 
alternatives eeeako offer the best protection of the resources such 
The Horthwest Colorado Ranchers Association has contacted my as wildlife, wilderness, cultural resources, and rare and unique plant 
office, expressing concern over the draft Resource Management Plan species. 
(RMP) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Little Snake 
District. While the University of Colorado Wilderness Study Group appreciates 
the opportunity given by BLM for public comment, we are extremely con- 
The RMP appears to contemplate that the resource area is most cerned as to whether the Little Snake Resource Area is truly committed 
appropriately managed for long term recreational and wildlife to full and fair consideration of public input in it's land use plan- 
benefits. To that end, the Ranchers Association is concerned that ing process. 
historical wildlife usage as proposed in the plan will create 
179-1} conflicts with livestock usage. Similarly, the plan indicates that The RMP/EIS as a whole is not a document we are particularily impressed 
forage deterioration is attributed solely to livestock and none to with. Indeed, BLM analysis and conclusions are unfortunately shallow 
wildlife, The Association also raises questions about the theory upon in most respects. We are particularily concerned for the Little Snake 
which recreational benefits were credited to the District. They were Resource Area. 
apparently predicated on analysis of dollars generated by recreational 
activities in Routt County as a whole, a comparison which may not be The Wilderness Study Group hopes that the following comments can be 
acourate, helpful to BLM in upcoming resource management decisions. To begin with 
we would like to commend BLM for one thing,having recommended at least 
In reviewing the comments that this plan generates, I ask that you Diamond Breaks for wilderness. Unfortunately, BLM has ignored Cross Mt, 
do so with an eye toward balancing all the multiple use aspects in the Cold Springs Mt,and the five other small Dinosaur Adjacent Areas,which 
District, including livestock, wildlife, mining and all other purposes a1] have equally outstanding wilderness values and deserve inclusion 
which can be accommodated within the resource area. into the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
Best regards. The WSG would in particular like to recommend reconsideration of Cross 


180-1 Mt. WSA, Cold Springs WSA, and Vale of Tears. They contain some of the 
most spectacular and ecologically diverse country in Northwestern Color- 







ado. 
How can BLM protect crucial habitat for the many threatened and endanger- 
ed species and other wildlife in the area without permanent legal pro- 
180-2) tection fotthese areas as wilderness, when administrative protections 
have been shown throughout histay to be inadequate in protecting wild- 


WwW erness values? 


William L. Armstrong 





WLA:ev 
UNIVERSITY MEMORIAL CENTER BOULDER, COLORADO 80302 {303)492 -6870 


MICHAEL L. STRANG 
W.S.G. Little Snake RMP Comments (continued) 180 rie eM rated 


INTERIOR ANO INSULAR AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 


WASHINGTON OFFICE 


Roow 1931 
Lomewont¥ Houst OrFice BuiLowma 
202-225-4761 


DISTRICT OFFICES. 





suscommerrien: 
OMRRGY AND THE ENVIRONMENT 


While we are supportive of ACEC, RNA designations for Irish Canyon pusuic LaNos . 228 Sourm Umion Avenut 
and Limestone Ridge, we feel that in the cases of the other WSAs WATUN Ano Powen nesouncts Leiner) 
wilderness values need to be protected with wilderness desianations. NARCOTICS ABUSE AND CONTROL Congress of the Anited States ae 
400 Roce Avent 
Regarding high potential for oil and qas resources on WSAs, or as i Room 126 
is the case with Cross Mt., moderate potential for oi] and gas, this House of Representatives Gairacs ssc Gonna 
does not justify excluding the WSA from inclusion into the National @ashington, BE 20 
18O-Swiiderness Preservation System. Some 1.8 million acres of federal ington, Pie Riga lise wees ears 
WwW Oi] and gas acreage exists in the vicinity, and designation of Cross eae 
Mt. as wilderness still allows considerable acreage for other purposes. May 8, 1986 
Wildlife, recreation, and natural features CANNOT easily be protect- Mr. William Pulford 
ed WHILE allowing oi] and gas development to occur, yet BLM states District Manager 
this can be done, we ask how? (S-5 Summary of Rationale Technical Bureau of Land Management 
Wilderness Supplement) How will this be done for West Cold Springs? Craig District Office 
455 Emerson 
in, BLM's comment on naturalness is invalid,( S-2 Summary of Rationale; 
Technical Wilderness Supplement ). BLM states sights and sounds are Dear Mr. Pulford: 
180- noticeable within portions of the WSA, YET under opportunities for 
solitude and unconfined recreation BLM states, "draws and canyons pro- My staff has reviewed the Draft RMP/EIS for the Little Snake 
vide opportunities for isolation,"and "the rugged terrain provides ex- Resource Management Area. I would appreciate it if you would include my 


cellent opportunities for primitive recreation.” Is one to assume then, comments in the official record of comments on the RMP/EIS. 
that the area is not natural, because of these sights and sounds? 

Although in general I find the document to be an attempt to balance 
Concerning Vale of Tears, Tepee Draw, Ant Hills, and Chew Winter Camp the various competing interests involved in public lands usage in 

WSAs, WSG highly recommends these additions to Dinosaur National Mon- Northwest Colorado, I do find a need for more complete recognition of 

ument, and we find BLM rationale for excluding these WSAs shallow. BLM the needs of the livestock industry in this part of Colorado. 


18O0-Gstates these areas are not suitable because, in and of themselves they 
re1-4 


do not posses outstanding wilderness values, YET, it is precisely be- For example, the socio-economic impact that would be visited upon 
cause when combined with DNM they create fantastic wilderness values! the communities in Northwestern Colorado should the livestock industry 
In addition they round out the topography and create important eco- be forced to discontinue or severely curtail usage of the public lands 
system linkages. Does BLM consider this aspect? has not been evaluated adequately. Comparison of recreational benefits 
ser-qunich may accrue to Moffat County with those in Steamboat Springs does 
A final note on the wilderness recommendations by BLM. On several WSAs, not seem appropriate under the circumstances. Similarly, I find 
( S-7 Summary of Rationale Technical Wilderness Supplement), BLM states, instances in the document in which forage deterioration on the resource 
"while it would add to the distribution, it's contribution woul be minor areas is attributed solely to livestock and not to wildlife. It seems to 
when considering other areas being recommended or administratively en- 181-Sme the goal towards which Federal land managers should strive is proper 
dorsed for wilderness designation." If only Diamond Breaks is being re- management of both the livestock and of the wildlife using the forage. 
commended for wilderness how is it these other areas are a minor contrib- 
ution? NO OTHER WSAs HAVE BEEN RECOMMENDED! The livestock industry is an extremely important part of Colorado's 
economy. I urge you to give careful consideration to the comments you 
In additon to the above comments WSG would like to recommend evaluation receive from the livestock industry as well as from mining, oil and gas, 
by BLM of the Little Yampa Canyon, for possible Wild and Scenic River, recreation and other industries and interests. 


at the very least the canyon should be designated Outstanding Natural 
Area. With best wishes, % 


190- 


180- 


| Regarding West Cold Springs, an area the WSG recently did fieldwork Craig, Colorado 81625 


Please consider these comments in the public record, and we hope they Sincerely, 
offer BLM some insight into our concerns about the Little Snake RA. 


Sincerely 
Jets Michael L. Strang 
Nicholas Brown Member of Congress 
Co-Director 
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5-15-86 
Dear Person, 


1 must strongly protest your inadequate Vileerness recommendations 





for IT CC to include (@LY' Diamond Breaks and urge this to be creatly 
expanded. 1 must also strongly protest opening 7 35As in the j.ittie 
902°Fsnake 


Ww be protected by all means! Your attention to this ¢rihtical matter vould 


1 to land despoilers. This vahuable land and wil dlife ust 


be most appreciatedd 


Thank you 
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Hd lif. 


The Colorado Division of Wildlife 1s greatly concerned that the 
preferred alternative represents a disproportionate reduction of wildlife 
habitat, to the benefit of grazing. In considering the preferred 
alternative, after range improvement projects are factored in, livestock 
ends up with a two percent cut from preference while wildlife cuts 
average over ten percent. The document should also discuss actual 

183-2] livestock use versus preference as there may only be sufficient 
production in most years to support actual use. 


The livestock figures used in Table 2-35 do not reflect numbers 
183-3] 4'scussed with the Bureau in the past and differ from those shown in 
Table S-1. The difference between these tables and the need for each 

should be explained in the document. 


The economic values displayed in Table 4-20 for deer, antelope and 
183-4 elk are substantially less than those used by the Division. Their basis 
should be discussed in the plan. The plan also needs to address future 
1839-5|>12"5 for monitoring and identify funding available for any intensive 
monitoring plan. 


Recreati 


The plan presents a good discussion of the recreation resource. We 
particularly support the Resource Specific Guidance shown on page 2-17. 
This guidance emphasizes the provision of improved recreation information 
through map and brochure distribution and implementation of a sign plan, 
and provides a prioritized plan to acquire additional access to public 
183-6 Jands. A discussion as to how these portions of the plan will be 
A4mplemented should be contained in later chapters of the plan. 


We are concerned that the plan will result in a shift of 297,000 
acres of semiprimitive and primitive settings to rural and modern urban 
settings, and urge that as future development proposals are made for 
unprotected areas, the recreation resource play a strong role An 
management decisions. Appendix 19 does not reflect this rather dramatic 
change in available settings, but Instead shows identical amounts of 

183-7 projected use for each of the plan alternatives. The assumptions and the 
Bureau's interpretation of the data need to be provided if the Appendix 
4s to contribute new information to the document. 


We support the use of no occupancy stipulations to protect highly 
valued recreational settings, particularly along the Yampa River. Permit 
stipulations for Cold Springs Mountain should be stringently applied to 
protect important recreation values. 


Under the plan, 86 percent of the resource area 1s open to offroad 
vehicle use. The plan should provide a better picture of this demand and 
183-8 | should tailor the area to be open accordingly, rather than allowing 
virtually unrestricted use and corresponding impacts throughout the 
entire area. 







STATE OF COLORADO RICHARD D. LAMM, Governor 


DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 


DAVID H, GETCHES, Executive Director 
1313 Sherman St, Room 718, Denver, Colorado 80203 866-3311 


Division of Mines 


May 9, 1986 


Mr. Kannon Richards, State Director 
US Bureau of Land Management 

1037 Twentieth Street 

Denver, Colorado 80205 


Dear Kannon: 


Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Little Snake 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. We 
appreciate the open planning process followed by the Bureau in preparing 
this plan and your efforts to respond to sometimes difficult and 
competing demands. While several concerns remain about the plan, we have 
generally found the document well prepared and responsive to 
on-the-ground management needs. 


Our specific comments follow. 
Wilderness 


We concur with plan recommendations for wilderness designation of 
the 36,240 acre Diamond Breaks Wilderness Study Area. This highly scenic 
and wild area supports a great diversity of vegetation and wildlife and 
shares a common border with Dinosaur National Monument which enhances the 
recreational value of both areas. Diamond Breaks clearly warrants 
preservation as a national wilderness resource. 


We would add our strong support for wilderness designation of Cross 

Mountain, an area not recommended for wilderness in the preferred 
alternative. Cross Mountain 1s a spectacular area of great diversity 

983-1] which provides outstanding kayaking, highly scenic vantage points, and 

Ww which is visible to many motorists at the eastern entrance to Dinosaur. 

We understand there are concerns as to the future of royalty revenues 
derived from directional drilling and are willing to work with you and 
other interested parties to attempt to resolve this matter. 
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We support the plan's recommendation to designate Irish Canyon and 
Lookout Mountain as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) and 
Limestone Ridge as a Research Natural Area (RNA). We recommend Ink 
Springs also receive Research Natural Area designation. This 280 acre 
183-9 area has the best conditions of any site in Colorado for a remnant Black 
Sagebrush community and includes significant populations of two BLM 
Sensitive Plant Species: Penstemon yampaensis and Eriogonum tumulosum. 
Ink ‘Springs RNA 1s a component of all other alternatives in the plan. 


Special Management Areas 


We support avoidance stipulations shown in the plan for plant 
associations situated in six areas: Vermillion Creek, Ace in the Hole, 
Horse Draw, G-Gap, Hell's Canyon, and Vermillion Bluffs. Stipulations 
183-10[shours be extended to sensitive plant species on Horse Draw, G-Gap, and 
Hell's Canyon and shown on page 2-63 of the document. 


The document should also state the specific management agreements 
we have reached with the Bureau for exemplary plant communities and 
183-11] sensitive plant species at Ace in the Hole Draw, 6-Gap and Verm)11ion 
WwW Rees Falls and to monitor special biologic features on all six of the 
sites. 


Cirsium owenby, a USFWS Category 2 species, has recently been found 
on Cross Mountain. Reference to Owenby thistle should be added to 
p. 3-40 (Threatened, Endangered, Candidate, and Colorado BLM Sensitive 
983-12) Plant Species). Owenby thistle occurs,on steep, limestone canyon sides, 
on cliffs and crevices, and on talus among sagebrush and scattered 
junipers. The species is known from a few locations in Uintah and 
Daggett Counties, Utah and from Cross Mountain, Colorado. 


Coal 


The principal effects of coa) mining in the Resource Area will be 
related to hydrologic impacts. Mining operations should be sited so as 
to minimize impacts to surface and groundwater quantity and quality. 
Analyses of coal tracts for potential leasing must also consider the 
reclamation investment required in arid and sem\-arid climates. 


Prior to the leasing of any specific tracts the state will provide 
additional review through the Federal-State Regional Coal Team process. 
Socioeconomic, fiscal and environmental impacts would be reviewed through 
Joca) fiscal impact regulations and voluntary participation in the 
Colorado Joint Review Process. Analytical tools are available through 
the BLM-supported Cumulative Impacts Task Force. Environmental issues 
would be subject to regulation by the Mined Land Reclamation Board. 


041 and Gas 
The 017 and Gas Conservation Commission supports the provisions and 


stipulations for 01] and gas development in the plan. Restrictions in 
areas of critical wildlife habitat are typically for areas 10 to 80 acres 


swoeeed OS 


Board of Lend Commissioners 
Mined Lend Reclamation 


Oil and Gas Conservation Commission 
Division of Parks & Outdoor Recreation 
Soll Conservation Bord 

Water Conservation Board 

Division of Water Resources 

Division of Wildlife 
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in size with the largest being 640 acres. The size and spacing of these 
areas appears compatible with future o1] and gas operatins. Special 
management areas with no surface occupancy restrictions are again 
sufficiently small in size as to remain compatible with development. 


The plan recommends avoidance stipulations for the Irish Canyon and 
Lookout Mountain Areas of Critical Environmental Concern. One well has 
Previously been drilled, plugged and abandoned in the Irish Canyon Area < 
in Section 25, Township 10 North, Range 10) West in 1964 and three wells 
have been drilled, plugged and abandoned on the Lookout Mountain Area. 
These wells were in Sections 2, 7, and 9 of Township 10 North, Range 99 
West and were drilled in 1960, 1982 and 1973 respectively. Based on this 
experience continued development in these locations appears likely but js 
expected to be accomodated under the provisions of the plan. 


Water Resources 


More information needs to be provided in the water resources 
section of Chapter 3 on water availability. Much of the water in the 
183-13] ™nagement area has already been appropriated under the state water 
rights system. While water 1s available in the mainstem of the Yampa, 
many tributary streams and groundwater aquifers are becoming 
overappropriated. Lists of those areas are available at the Division of 
Water Resources office in Steamboat Springs. 
References to potential water development projects should also 
consider the implications of water availability. Where water projects 
183-14 are planned, water rights decrees should be obtained to protect the 
future use of water. If groundwater 1s to be used, a well permit is 
needed prior to the construction of the well. Some examples of 
references to water development projects in this document are; page 2-3), 
Livestock Grazing #5, page 2-55, Wild Horses #3, page 2-64, Livestock 
Grazing #5, page 2-66, Soils and Water Resources #3, etc. 
References made on pages 3-31, 3-41 and 3-59 state that water 
ownership may not necessarily ensure the owner access to and use of a 
183-15 water source on public land. We wish to point out that Article XVI, 
Section 7 of the Colorado Constitution recognizes rights-of-way to water 
sources on public lands, upon payment of just compensation. 


Transportation 


The plan provides only a general discussion of transportation and 
access needs. The Colorado Division of Highways will provide further 
review on any specific development plans prepared after implementation of 
the Resource Management Plan. We are particularly interested in the 
Projects which will require the transportation of energy products on the 
state highway system. 


ral 9 


The plan adequately addresses general cultural resource issues. 
Page 2-18 should provide a timetable for developing the cultural resource 
183-16/management plan and review should involve the State Historic Preservation 
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Officer. 
resources in open ORV designation areas, it would be necessary to 
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Page 4-86 should state that in addition to evaluating cultural 


mitigate adverse effects to any resources determined eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. 


Format 


183-18] alternatives. 


The summary tables provide an excellent means to compare 
The tables should, however, be displayed on two facing 


pages for ease of reading, rather than front to back as shown now. 


We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Oraft Resource 


Management Plan and will continue to work with the Bureau in final plan 
development. 


Sincerely, 
HM. 


DAVID H. GETCHES 
Executive Director 


OHG: kmb:0113 
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COLORADO RIVER WATER 
CONSERVATION DISTRICT 





May 29, 1986 


naitiam J. Pulford, District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 

Craig District Office 

455 Emerson Street 

Craig, CO 81625 


Re: Draft Little Snake RMP/EIS 
and Wilderness Technical Supplement 


Dear Mr. Pulford: 


The Colorado River Water Conservation District ("River District"), 
a public agency created by the Colorado legislature to conserve 
and protect for Colorado the waters of the Colorado River System 
to which Colorado is entitled under the Colorado River Compact, 
appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Draft Little 
Snake Resource Management Plan (RMP)/Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) and accompanying Draft Wilderness Technical Supplement. 


As you are aware, the River District has a license application 
(P-2757) pending at the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(PERC) for the Juniper-Cross Mountain Project, which would consist 
of dams at the Juniper and Cross Mountain Canyons on the Yampa 
River. This multi-purpose project would provide water conservation 
and storage, power generation, and recreational facilities. 

As noted in the Technical Supplement, the River District "has 
been decreed surface and storage water rights on the Yampa River 
in the N W 1/4 S W 1/4, Section 23, T. 6W., R9BW, 6th P.M." 
Technical Supplement at 3-51. The District also has a conditional 
storage right for 208,000 acre-feet and a conditional surface 
water right for 2,200 cubic feet per second, in connection with 
the proposed Cross Mountain Dam. Id. In addition, the River 
District has conditional surface and storage water rights for 

the proposed Juniper Dam. 





We concur in your well-reasoned recommendation that Cross 
Mountain Wilderness Study Area not be designated wilderness. 


SUITE #204 * MID-CONTINENT BUILDING 
303/945-8522 / P.O. BOX 1120 / GLENWOOD SPRINGS, COLORADO 81602 


en, 
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William J. Pulford, District Manager 
May 29, 1986 
Page -2- 


As indicated in both the Draft RMP/EIS and the Technical Supplement, 
designation of Cross Mountain WSA as a special recreation management 
area (SRMA) with Cross Mountain Canyon as an area of critical 
environmental concern (ACEC) would protect the most important 

natural values of the area, i.e., naturalness of the canyon, 

the bighorn sheep herd, and the opportunity for primitive recreation 

on the top of Cross Mountain, without prejudice to the Juniper-Cross 
Mountain Project or to oil and gas development. The vegetation 

and topographic features of Cross Mountain WSA could be represented 

in the National Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS) by so 
designating Diamond Breaks WSA, as the Draft RMP/EIS recommends. 

See RMP/EIS at 2-62; Technical Supplement at S-3-5. Although 

the technical supplement rather optimistically states that "[t]he 
privately - owned water rights associated with the proposed 

Cross Mountain Dam project would not be irretrievably forfeited 

by wilderness designation," Technical Supplement at 4-31, realistically 
speaking, given the difficulties of securing unprecendented Presidential 


186-1 
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William J. Pulford, District Manager 
May 29, 1986 
Page -3- 


The final RMP/EIS and Technical Supplement should explicitly 
state that wilderness development would almost certainly preclude 
water development, considering that Presidential authorization 
for water development in wilderness areas is an illusion. All 
alternatives should be evaluated with regard to their impact 

on the development of our most precious natural resource, water. 


truly vourh) } “) 4 


i thw 
ROLAND’C. FISCHER 
Secretary-Engineer 






RCF/ems 


approval of any water development in wilderness areas, designation 
of Cross-Mountain as wilderness would effectively eliminate 

the potential for such development at this site, the last available 
in Colorado before the Yampa reaches Dinosaur National Monument. 
The SRMA/ACEC alternative would not “irretrievably forfeit" 

water development, but would, at the same time, provide a certain 
degree of protection for Cross-Mountain's existing values until 
such time as a decision is made regarding the Juniper-Cross 
Mountain Project or other water development in the area. This 
recommendation thus correctly balances the objectives of environmental 
protection and water development. 


For similar reasons, we concur in the recommendation relating 
to the establishment of the Little Yampa/Juniper Canyon SRMA. 


Although we support your recommendations relating to Cross-Mountain 
and Juniper Canyon, we believe that the Draft RMP/EIS and Wilderness 
Technical Supplement should have been more candid in discussing, 
and given greater weight to the deleterious impact wilderness 
designation wovld have upon water conservation and storage and hydro- 
power generation in the Cross Mountain area. Water development 
is certainly a resource value as compelling as forestry, mineral 
extraction, or oil and gas; in a region as arid as northwestern 
Colorado, it deserves to be treated more seriously than it has 
been in the Draft RMP/EIS and Wilderness Technical Supplement. 
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Reserved water rightswith relatively late priority dates can still be used 
to prevent seniors from changing their use in any manner if the Federal Government 
claims injury to its junior reserved rights. 


186-1 


3 June 86 


Senator Bill Armstrong has introduced legislation in effect, asking to stop 
any designation of more wilderness areas until this problem can be addressed. 
I really believe that we should not designate this mountain as a wilderness 
area and jeopardize the upstream use as well as future upstream development 
of the Yampa River. 


Department of Interior 

Bureau of Land Management 

Craig District Office 

Little Snake River Resource Area 
1280 Industrial Ave. 

Craig, Colorado 81625 


Dear Sirs: 


I would like to make some comments regarding the designation of Cross Mountain 
as a wilderness area and what effect I believe it will have on the water rights 
on the upper Yampa River. In 1981, in the Sierra Club vs Watt Case, the Supreme 


Court has described the Federal Reserved Water Right Doctrines as follows: Sincerely 


Albert E. Camilletti 
County Commissioner 


"When the Federal Government withdraws its land from the public domain 

and reserves it for a federal purpose, the government by implication reserves 

appertinent water then unappropriated to the extent needed to accomplish 

the purpose of the reservation. In so doing, the United States acquires 

186-1 a reserved right in unappropriated water which vests on the date of the 
reservation and is superior to the rights of future appropriators." 

In my opinion, this would have a devastating effect on any future development 

on the upper Yampa River and any of its tributaries. The reason I believe 

this is that the ruling states that this reserves appertinent water to the 

extent needed to accomplish the purpose of the reservation and in this case 

the reservation would be designated as a wilderness area. Therefore, when 

one looks at the definition of a Wilderness Area, which is in effect untouched 

by human hands, it would seem to me, that would require the same amount of 

water going through the canyon as is now. If that is the case, then as I remarked 

before, it would definitely stop or have a determental effect onany upstream 

development on the Yampa River and its tributaries. One of the implications 

of reserved water rights, or state water law systems, is the creation and maintenance 

of reserved rights which donot depend on any use beneficial or otherwise. 

The priority of a reserved right dates. from the establishment of the federal 

reservation but may stay dormant for many years. Therefore, a newly discovered 

reserved right can be sprung on junior users at any time resulting in pre-emption 

of their water rights. Also, the reserved water right claims by the Federal 

Government generally seek instream flows, thereby, precluding future upstream 

development. 


COMMISSIONERS 


AEC/cks 
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT LITTLE SNAKE RMP/EIS WILDERNESS 
TECHNICAL SUPPLEMENT AND RESPONSES TO THOSE COMMENTS 


RESPONSES TO LETTERS 


1-1 Thank you for your comment. 


2-1 Cross Mountain is recommended as suitable for in- 
clusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System 
(NWPS). The area, excluding the Cross Mountain 
Canyon Area of Critical Environmental Concern 

(ACEC) will remain open to oil and gas leasing with a no- 
surface- occupancy stipulation. The entire area would be 
closed to all other mineral entry. Cross Mountain 
Canyon ACEC will be recommended for a total mineral 
withdrawal. Refer to the proposed action for Cross 
Mountain in Chapter 2. 


3-7. Thank you for your comment. Refer to response 2-1. 


5-1 See response 2-1. 
6-1 See response 2-1. 
7-1 See response 2-1. 
8-1 See response 2-1. 
9-1 See response 2-1. 
10-1 See response 2-1. 
11-1 See response 2-1. 
12-1 See response 2-1. 


13-1 The Ant Hills, Chew Winter Camp, Peterson Draw, 
and Vale of Tears WSAs are recommended as non- 
suitable for inclusion in the NWPS. However, these 4 
areas are being carried forward for consideration by Con- 
gress. The 4 WSAs share landforms with Dinosaur Na- 
tional Monument, and when considered with lands in the 
monument that are administratively proposed as wilder- 
ness, do have outstanding opportunities for solitude and 
primitive and unconfined recreation. The Ant Hills, 
Chew Winter Camp, and Peterson Draw WSAs are not 
separated physically, and therefore, a combined wilder- 
ness alternative was analyzed in this EIS. 


The Vale of Tears also shares landforms with Dinosaur 


National Monument. The area does have outstanding op- 
portunities for solitude but relies on the adjacent monu- 
ment for outstanding opportunities for primitive and 
unconfined recreation. The Vale of Tears WSA is recom- 
mended as nonsuitable but will be included in the report- 
ing package to Congress and will be managed under 
BLM’s Interim Management Policy until Congress 
decides to designate or not designate the area as wilder- 
ness. 


The Tepee Draw area has been dropped from further 


wilderness consideration and BLM’s Wilderness Interim 
Management Policy. 


A discussion of BLM’s wilderness process in Chapter 1 
and discussions of alternatives and resultant impacts are 
presented in Chapter 2. 


Also refer to response 2-1. 
14-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
15-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1 
16-1 See response 2-1. 
17-1 See response 2-1. 
18-1 See response 2-1. 
19-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
20-1 See response 2-1. 
21-1 See response 2-1. 
22-1 See response 2-1. 


22-2 BLM fully recognizes the important wildlife values of 
West Cold Spring and the WSAs adjacent to Dinosaur 
National Monument. Mitigative measures designed to 
protect the wildlife resources in these WSAs will be 

placed on oil and gas activities as needed. 


23-1 See response 2-1. 

24-1 See response 2-1. 

24-3. See response 13-1. 

25-1 See response 2-1. 

26-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
27-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 


28-1 Refer to the discussion of Impacts on Water Rights 
and Reservoir Construction in Cross Mountain Canyon 
in Chapter 1. 


29-1 See response 2-1. 
30-1 See response 2-1. 
31-1 See response 2-1. 
32-1 See response 2-1. 
33-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
34-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
35-1 See response 2-1. 
36-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
37-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
38-1 See response 2-1. 
39-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
40-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
41-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 


42-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
43 Thank you for your comment. 


44-1 See response 2-1. 
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45-1 
46-1 
47-1 
48-1 
49-1 
50 

51-1 
52-1 
53-1 
54-1 
55-1 
56-1 
37-1 
58-1 
59-1 
60-1 
61-1 
62-1 
63-1 
64-1 
65-1 
66-1 
68-1 
69-1 
70-1 
72-1 
73-1 
74 

75-1 
77-1 
78-1 
79-1 
80-1 
81-1 
82-1 
83-1 
84-1 
85-1 
86-1 
87-1 


See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
See response 2-1. 

See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
See response 2-1 and 13-1. 


Thank you for your comment. 


See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
See response 2-1. 
See response 2-1, 
See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
See response 2-1. 
See response 2-1 and 13-1. 


Thank you for your comment. 


See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
See response 2-1. 
See response 2-1, 
See response 2-1. 
See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
See response 2-1. 
See response 2-1, 
See response 2-1. 
See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
See response 2-1 and 13-1. 


Thank you for your comment. 


See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
See response 2-1. 
See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
See response 2-1. 
See response 2-1. 
See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
See response 2-1. 
See response 2-1 and 13-1, 
See response 2-1. 


88-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
89-1 See response 2-1. 
90-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
91-1 See response 2-1. 
92-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 


93 Cultural Resources were addressed specifically with 
regard to wilderness designation in the Scoping Section 
in Chapter 1. Thank you for your comment. 


95-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
96-1 See response 2-1. 
97-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
98-1 See response 2-1. 


98-2 A complete reanalysis of oil and gas potential for 
Cross Mountain (as well as all the WSAs) has been in- 
cluded in the FEIS. Refer to the Mineral Resources sec- 
tion in Chapter 3 Affected Environment for Cross 
Mountain. 


98-3 Sources of geologic data and other information are 
cited in the FEIS text. Refer to the Mineral Resources 
section in Chapter 3 Affected Environment for Cross 
Mountain. 


98-4 The final intensive inventory of 1980 adjusted the 
boundaries of Diamond Breaks "to exclude small, narrow 
pieces of public land extending from the bulk of the unit, 
where it determined that opportunities for solitude were 
limited. This resulted in a more blocked configuration 
for the unit." This is the opinion of BLM. . 


98-5 This comment refers to administrative actions out- 
side the scope of this EIS and has been responded to by 
letter. 


98-5a The development scenarios and corresponding 
analysis have been updated in the final EIS to more ac- 
curately reflect the potential impacts of wilderness desig- 
nation or non-designation. Please refer to the analysis. 
98-6 Lease C-36577 has been terminated. 

98-7 The Matt Trail is closed to vehicle use. While the 
trail may be visible from outside the WSA, it does remain 
substantially unnoticeable from within the WSA as a 
whole. The area east of the Matt Trail was eliminated 
during the intensive inventory due to the scattered range 
improvements and ways in the Big Joe Basin area. 

98-8 Refer to response 98-5. 

98-9 Specific economic values for wildlife, wilderness, and 
other resources values have not been included in this 
EIS. Local economics would not be substantially af- 
fected from either designation or nondesignation of 


RESPONSES TO LETTERS 








7-147 


COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT LITTLE SNAKE RMP/EIS WILDERNESS 
TECHNICAL SUPPLEMENT AND RESPONSES TO THOSE COMMENTS 


wilderness. Refer to the Impacts on Local Economics 
section in Chapter 1. 


98-10 The Vale of Tears WSA does contain outstanding 
opportunities for solitude due to the diverse topography, 
dense vegetation, limited accessibility, remoteness and 
low use. However, the opportunities for primitive and 
unconfined recreation are outstanding only when con- 
sidered with the adjacent Dinosaur National Monument. 
If the Vale of Tears WSA were designated as wilderness, 
it would be an important contribution to the wilderness 
values of Dinosaur National Monument. 


98-11 The National Park Service supports wilderness 
designation for all 4 WSAs adjacent to Dinosaur Nation- 
al Monument. See comment 3-3 in Chapter 6, Volume II 
of the FEIS. 


98-12 Allotments #4306, 4308, and 4309 have not been in- 
ventoried to determine ecological seral stage. This 

_ analysis is not intended to serve as a NEPA compliance 
document or environmental analysis for possible ac- 
tivities identified under the No Wilderness Alternative. 
Please refer to Chapter 1 Parameters of the Analysis. Ac- 
tivities were identified for analysis purposes in order to 
help the reader understand what may occur if the area 
was not designated wilderness. Possible range improve- 
ments identified under the No Wilderness Alternative 

are neither proposed or authorized by this analysis. 
Spraying of sagebrush has been dropped for the scenario. 
In addition, many of range improvements proposed in 

the draft EIS have been dropped and are not considered 
in the FEIS. Refer to the No Wilderness Alternative for 
the Vale of Tears WSA in Chapter 2 - Description of the 
Alternatives. 


98-13 See response 98-12 
98-14 See response 98-12 


98-15 BLM recognizes that there is no physical separation 
between these WSAs. These WSAs are being included 

in the reporting package to Congress to allow them to 
designate or not designate the areas as wilderness. 


98-16 Lease C-34238 has been terminated. 
99-4 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 


102-4 The addition of Cirsuim ownbeyi has been included 
in the text for Cross Mountain. 


103-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
104-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
106-1 See response 2-1. 

107-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 


107-2 BLM is aware of its lack of cultural resource data 
within the Cross Mountain and West Cold Spring WSAs. 


BLM’s Wilderness Study Policy (Federal Register, Wed- 
nesday, February 3, 1982, Vol 47, No. 23, page 5106) indi- 
cates that cultural resources are optional or 
supplemental for designations of areas as WSAs. There- 
fore, these optional wilderness characteristics were con- 
sidered "supplemental" during the BLM wilderness 
inventory, and intensive cultural resource surveys were 
not carried out in these areas. However, what was known 
about cultural resources was applied when assessing the 


_ overall value of an area as wilderness. 


107-3 Irish Canyon was inventoried for wilderness charac- 
teristics and in the opinion of BLM did not meet the man- 
datory criteria for wilderness. The outstanding and 
unique qualities of the area have been recognized and 

are identified within an ACEC (Area of Critical Environ- 
mental Concern). A portion of the Limestone Ridge 

area is protected through a Research Natural Area desig- 
nation. 


108-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
110-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
111-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
112-1 See response 2-1. 
114-1 See response 2-1. 
116-1 See response 2-1. 
117-1 See response 2-1. 


118-5 Your comment is correct. If damage to the 
resource or wilderness values were caused by overgraz- 
ing or mismanagement of grazing then reductions or 
change in grazing management would be implemented. 
118-6 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 

119-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 

121-1 The Ant Hills, Chew Winter Camp, and Peterson 
Draw WSA do possess outstanding opportunities for 
solitude and primitive and unconfined recreation when 
considered with the adjacent Dinosaur National Monu- 
ment (DNM) lands. These areas are extensions of the 
landforms found in DNM. A combined WSA’s alterna- 
tive was analyzed in the EIS. These areas would also add 
significantly to the wilderness values of DNM because 
these WSAs, including Vale of Tears are an important 
viewshed from prominent overlooks and other areas 
within DNM. Also refer to comments 13-1, 98-10, and 
98-15. 

122-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 

123-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 

129-1 See response 2-1. 

130-1 See response 13-1, 98-15, and 121-1. 


131-1 See response 13-1, 98-15, and 121-1. 
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132-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 

134-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 

136-1 See response 2-1, 13-1, and 98-2. 
137-2 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 

137-3 See response 121-1. 

138-1 See response 2-1. 

139-7 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 

140-1 See response 13-1 and 121-1. 


141-1 This statement refers to streams on BLM ad- 
ministered land within the Little Snake Resource Area. 
The FEIS now refers to Beaver Creek as a Colorado 
Division of Wildlife Class II, High Priority Fishery 
Resource with probable occurrence of and documented 
past occurrence of state or federal threatened species. 
The upper reaches of Beaver Creek once contained a 
pure strain of Colorado River cutthroat trout and now 
contains Yellowstone cutthroat, brook trout and brown 
trout. 


141-2 The wilderness values of the Cross Mountain WSA 
are unique and truly outstanding. The area contains a 
rare array of special features (see Affected Environment, 
Chapter 3). Management of the bighorn sheep continues 
and hunting them in northwest Colorado is unique. 


Peregrine falcon are documented as nesting in Cross 


Mountain Canyon and prairie falcons are fairly common 
and nest throughout the area. 


157. Thank you for your comment. 


158-38 Increased grazing could occur under the proposed 
action in the areas not designated as wilderness. Range 
improvements and intensive range management would 
adversely impact naturalness in these areas. 





ae 
If damage to resources or wilderness values were evident — 


from livestock grazing in designated wilderness areas, 
then appropriate grazing management would be 
developed to protect water resources and preserve 
wilderness characteristics. 

160-1Thank you for your comment. 

161-2 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 

162-1 See response 2-1. 

163-1 See response 2-1, 13-1, and 121-1. 

163-2 Please refer to the discussion of impacts on air 
quality in the Scoping and Public Participation section in 
Chapter 1. 

163-8 This reference has been omitted in the FEIS. 
163-9 See response 13-1. 

163-10 It is the opinion of BLM that VRM Class I desig- 
nation would be too restrictive for the priority areas iden- 
tified for the Dinosaur National Monument adjacent 
WSAs and West Cold Spring WSA. VRM Class II 
management of the nonsuitable WSAs will allow for 
protection of the visual resource while allowing for cer- 
tain levels of development to occur. 


A commercial outfitter is also under BLM permit to run165-1 Thank you for your comments. The boundary ad- 


raft and kayak trips through Cross Mountain Canyon 
since 1988. 


143-1 See response 2-1. 

144-1 See response 13-1 and 121-1. 
145-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
146-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
147. Thank you for your comment. 
148-1 See response 2-1. 

149-1 See response 2-1. 

150-1 See response 2-1. 

154 Thank you for your comment. 
155-1 See response 2-1. 


155-2 The Limestone Ridge area was dropped from fur- 
ther wilderness consideration during the intensive wilder- 
ness inventory. Special values in the area are protected 
through Research Natural Area designation and manage- 
ment and Area of Critical Environmental Concern desig- 
nation for the Irish Canyon area. 


156 Thank you for your comment. 


justment you refer to is proposed under the proposed ac- 
tion specifically to exclude portions of the lease area 
where cultivation has or can take place. 


166-1 See response 2-1. 

168-1 See response 2-1. 

168-3 See response 13-1, 98-7, 121-1, and 155-2. 
170-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 

171-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 

172-1 See response 2-1. 

174 Thank you for your comment. See response 2-1. 
175-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 

176-1 See response 2-1. 

177-1 See response 13-1 and 121-1. 

178-1 See response 2-1. 

180-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 


180-2 BLM is governed by laws and regulations that offer 
protection to all wildlife, especially threatened and en- 
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dangered species, whether or not they occur in wilder- 
ness areas. 


180-3 See response 98-2. 


180-4 The text is changed in the FEIS. Refer to the Af- 
fected Environment Chapter 3 for West Cold Spring 
WSA. 


180-5 See response 98-10, 98-15, and 121-1. 


180-6 This statement has been removed from the sum- 
maries. The Ant Hills, Chew Winter Camp, and Peter- 
son Draw WSAs themselves would make a small 
contribution to the geographic distribution of wilderness 
if compared to the administratively endorsed Dinosaur 
National Monument area. Also refer to comment 121-1. 
However, there is no existing wilderness in Moffat Coun- 


ty. 

182-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
183-1 See response 2-1. 

183-11 See response 102-4. 

184 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
185-1 See response 28-1. 

186-1 See response 28-1. 


RESPONSES TO HEARINGS 


A-1 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-3 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-5 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-7 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-8 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-12 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-13 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-14 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-15 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-17 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-18 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-19 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-20 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-21 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-22 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-23 See response 2-1. 

A-24 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-26 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-27 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 


A-28 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-29 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-30 See response 2-1 and 13-1, and 121-1. 
A-31 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-32 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-33 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-34 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-35 See response 28-1. 

A-38 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-39 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
A-40 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 


-B-1 See response 2-1. 


B-2 See response 2-1. 
B-4 See response 2-1. 
B-7 See response 2-1. 
B-8 See response 2-1. 
B-10 See response 2-1. 
B-11 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 


B-13 The boundary adjustments recommended in the 
proposed action for Diamond Breaks were made to in- 
clude an area with wilderness values, enhance those 
values and provide a boundary to enhance management 
of these values. 


B-15 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
B-18 See response 2-1. 
B-19 See response 2-1. 
B-22 See response 2-1. 
B-24 See response 2-1. 
B-26 See response 2-1. 
B-27 See response 2-1. 
B-28 See response 2-1. 
B-32 See response 2-1. 
B-33 See response 2-1. 
C-1 See response 2-1. 
C-2 See response 2-1. 
C-4 See response 2-1 and 13-1. 
C-5 See response 2-1. 
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ALLOTMENT. An area of land designated and 
managed for grazing of livestock. 


ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN (AMP). A 
document program which applies to livestock operations 
on the public lands, prepared in consultation, coopera- 
tion, and coordination with the permittee(s), lessee(s), or 
other involved affected interests. Includes supportive 
measures, if required, designed to attain specific manage- 
ment goals in a grazing allotment. 


ANIMAL UNIT MONTH (AUM). The amount of 
forage necessary for the sustenance of one cow or its 
equivalent for a period of one month. 


ANTICLINE. A fold that is convex upward or had such 
an attitude at some stage of development. Anticlines may 
also be defined as folds with older rocks toward the center 
of curvature, providing the structural history has not been 
unusually complex. 


AQUIFER. A water-bearing bed or stratum of fractured 
or permeable rock, sand, gravel, or porous stone. 


AUM. See Animal Unit Month. 


CHERRY STEM. Fingerlike intrusion into a wilderness 
study area (WSA) that is not part of the WSA; an example 
is a dead end road where WSA boundaries follow edge 
of road. 


CLIMATE. The statistical collective of an area’s weather 
conditions during a relatively long interval of time (usual- 
ly several decades). 


CLIMAX VEGETATION. The final stage of a seral 
stage progression in which a vegetation community has 
reached a balance with its ecosystem and reflects the 
maximum diversity and stability of that natural com- 
munity. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES. Those fragile and non- 
renewable remains of human activity, occupation, or en- 
deavor, reflected in districts, sites, structures, buildings, 
objects, artifacts, ruins, works of art, architecture, and 
natural features, that were of importance in human 
events. These resources consist of (1) physical remains, 
(2) areas where significant human events occurred--even 
though evidence of the event no longer remains, and (3) 
the environment immediately surrounding the actual 
resource. Cultural resources, including both prehistoric 
and historic remains, represent a part of the continum of 
events from the earliest evidences of man to the present 
day. (BLM Manual 8100) 


The term "archaeological resource" means any material 
remains of past human life or activities which are of 
archaeological interest, as determined under uniform 
regulations promulgated pursuant to this Act. such 
regulations containing such determination shall include, 


but not be limited to: pottery, basketry, bottles, weapons, 
weapon projectiles, tools, structures or portions of struc- 
tures, pit houses, rock paintings, rock carvings, intaglios, 
graves, human skeletal materials, or any portion or piece 
of any of the foregoing items. Nonfossilized and fossilized 
paleontological specimens, or any portion or piece there- 
of, shall not be considered archaeological resources, 
under the regulations under this paragraph, unless found 
in an archaeological context. No item shall be treated as 
an archaeological resource under regulation under this 
paragraph unless such item is at least 100 year of age. 
(Archaeological Resource Protection Act of 1979 and 43 
CFR 7). 

DIP. The angle of inclination that a structural surface, 
(e.g., a bedding or fault plane), makes with the horizontal, 
measured perpendicular to the strike of the structure. 


DIRECTIONAL DRILLING. The intentional drilling 
of a well at an angle with the vertical along a predeter- 
mined course, generally to avoid surface obstacles. 


DOWN DIP. A direction that is downwards and parallel 
to the dip of a structure or surface. 


ECOSYSTEM. Collectively, all populations in a com- 
munity, plus the associated environmental factors. 


ECOTONE. An ecological community of mixed vegeta- 
tion formed by the overlapping of adjoining communities. 


EROSION. The wearing away of the land surface by 
running water, wind, ice, or other geological agents. 


FAULT. A fracture or fracture zone along which there 
has been displacement of the sides relative to one 
another. The displacement may be a few inches or many 
miles. 

FORMATION. The primary unit of formal mapping or 
description. Most formations possess certain distinctive, 
or combinations of distinctive, lithologic features. 


GEOLOGICAL TIME SCALE. A scale that gives the 
era, period and epoch divisions of earth history. Com- 
prised of, in part, ERA - Cenozoic 65 million years (my)- 
present; Meozoic 230-65my; and Palezoic 600-230my. 
PERIODS - Tertiary 65-1my; Quaternary 1my-present; 
and Cretaceous 135-65my. 

HABITAT. A specific set of physical conditions that 
surround the single species, a group of species, or a large 
community. In wildlife management, the major com- 
ponents of habitat are considered to be food, water, 
cover, and living space. 

HISTORICAL. For this region, pertaining to human 
activity from 1776 until 50 years ago. 
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HYDROCARBON. A chemical compound composed 
principally of carbon and hydrogen but also containing 
varying amounts of other elements (i.e., sulfur, nitrogen, 
chlorine). 


IGNEOUS. Rocks formed by solidification from a mol- 
ten state. Rocks formed in this manner are often divided 
for convenience into plutonic (intrusive) and volcanic 
(extrusive) rocks. 


IMPACT. The effect, influence, alteration or imprint of 
an activity. 
IMPAIR. To diminish in value or excellence. 


IMPERMEABLE. Applies to strata such as clays, 
shales, etc., that do not readily permit water to move 
through them under the pressure differences ordinarily 
found in groundwater. _ 


IMPRINT. A mark or evidence left by man. 


INFILTRATION. The penetration of water into the soil 
surface through pores of the soil. The rate and amount 
of infiltration is limited by the size and abundance of 
pores, organic matter content, and the water absorption 
capacity of the soil. 


LEASE. An instrument through which interests are 
transferred from one party to another, subject to certain 
obligations and considerations. 


MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN (MFP). The 
Bureau’s basic land use plan prior to 1979. 


MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN AMEND- 
MENT. An amendment to a management framework 
plan initiated by the need to consider monitoring and 
evaluation of findings, new data, new or revised policy, a 
change in circumstances, or an applicant’s proposed ac- 
tion which may result in a significant change in a portion 
of the approved plan. 


MULTIPLE RESOURCE VALUES AND USES. The 
present and potential uses of the various resources ad- 
ministered through multiple use management on the 
public lands and any public values associated with such 
uses. 


MULTIPLE-USE. The management of public lands and 
their various resource values so that they are utilized in 
the combination that will best meet the present and future 
needs of the American people. 


NATURALNESS. Refers to an area which "generally 
appears to have been affected primarily by the forces of 
nature, with the imprint of man’s work substantially un- 
noticeable" (From Section 2(c), Wilderness Act). 


PALEONTOLOGY. 1. The science which treats fossil 
remains, both animal and vegetable. 2. The science that 
deals with the life of past geological ages. It is based on 
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the study of the fossil remains of organisms. In restricted 
sense, study of fossil animals. 


PERENNIAL PERMANENT STREAM. A stream that 
ordinarily has running water on a year-round basis. 


PERENNIAL WATER. Water sources which contain 
water year-long. 


POPULATION CENTER. A Standard Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (SMSA) which has a population of 
100,000 or greater. An SMSA is a county which contains 
at least one city of 50,000 inhabitants or more plus as many 
adjacent counties as are metropolitan in character and 
are socially integrated with that central city or cities. 


POST-FLPMA. After October 21, 1976, the date of 
approval of the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act. 


PRE-FLPMA. Before October 21, 1976, the date of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act. 


PRIMITIVE AND UNCONFINED RECREATION. 
Nonmotorized and undeveloped types of outdoor recrea- 
tional activities. 


RIPARIAN. Situated on or pertaining to the bank of a 
river, stream, or other body of water. Normally used to 
refer to the plants of all types that grow along streams, 
around springs, etc. 


ROAD. Vehicle routes which have been improved and 
maintained by mechanical means to insure relatively 
regular and continuous use. 


SCENIC QUALITY. The inherent scenic values of the 
landscape. It can be best described as the overall impres- 
sion retained after driving or walking through an area. 


SEDIMENT. Soil, rock particles, and organic or other 
debris carried from one place to another by wind, water, 


or gravity. 


SEDIMENTATION. The act or process of depositing a 
material, such as water depositing suspended particles in 
a stream bottom. 
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SEDIMENT YIELD. The amount of sediment given up 
by a watershed over a specific time period, usually a year. 


SEISMIC. Pertaining to, characteristic of, or produced 
by earthquakes or earth vibration, as, seismic disturban- 
ces. 


SPECIES, CANDIDATE. Any species not yet officially 
listed but which is undergoing a status review, or is 
proposed for listing as Endangered according to Federal 
Register notices published by the Secretary of the Interior 
or the Secretary of Commerce. Candidate species are 
divided into 2 categories. Category 1 consists of those 
taxa for which the USFWS presently has sufficient infor- 
mation on hand to support the biological appropriateness 
of their being listed as Endangered or Threatened 
species. Category 2 consists of those taxa for which infor- 
mation now in the possession of the USFWS indicates the 
probable appropriateness of listing as Endangered or 
Threatened, but for which sufficient information is not 
presently available to biologically support a proposed 
rule. 


SPECIES, ENDANGERED. An animal or plant whose 
prospects of survival and reproduction are in immediate 
jeopardy, and as is further defined by the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973, as amended. 


SPECIES, SENSITIVE. A designation which is (1) ap- 
plied to species not yet officially listed but which are 
undergoing a status review or are proposed for listing 
according to Federal Register notices published by the 
Secretary of the Interior, or the Secretary of Commerce, 
or in accordance with comparable state documents pub- 
lished by state officials (2) applied to species whose 
populations are consistently small and widely dispersed 
or whose ranges are restricted to a few localities, such that 
any appreciable reduction in numbers, habitat 
availability, or habitat condition might lead toward extinc- 
tion; or (3) applied to species whose numbers are declin- 
ing so rapidly that official listing may become necessary 
as a conservation measure. 


SPECIES, THREATENED. Any species which is likely 
to become an endangered species within the foreseeable 
future throughout all of a significant portion of its range, 
and as is further defined by the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973, as amended. 


SOLITUDE. The state of being alone or remote from 
habitations: isolation, or experiencing a lonely, unfre- 
quented or secluded place. 
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STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL 
AREA (SMSA). See POPULATION CENTER. 


STEPPE-TYPE VEGETATION. Vegetation found on 
arid land that usually have extreme temperature ranges 
and loess (wind deposited) soils. 


STOCKING RATE. (Also known as Carrying Capacity). 
An estimate of the maximum number of animals (ex- 
pressed in AUMs) a given area can support each year 
without inducing damage to the vegetation or related 
resources. 


STRATIGRAPHY. That branch of geology which treats 
formation, composition, sequence, and correlation of 
stratified rocks as parts of the earth’s crust. 


STRIKE. The compass direction which is at right angles 
to the dip of a rock. It is the line that an inclined plane 
(or strata) makes with the horizontal. 


STRUCTURE. Any visible signs of displacement or 
deformation of bedrock such as faulting or folding. 


SUBSTANTIALLY UNNOTICEABLE. Refers to 
something that either is so insignificant as to be only avery 
minor feature of the overall area or is not distinctly recog- 
nizable by the average visitor as being manmade or man- 
caused because of age, weathering, or biological change. 
An example of the first should be a few minor dams or 
abandoned mine buildings that are widely scattered over 
a large area, so that they are an inconspicuous part of the 
scene. Serious intrusions of this kind, or many of them, 
may preclude inclusions intrusions of this kind, or many 
of them, may preclude inclusions of the land in a wilder- 
ness study area. An example of the second would be an 
old juniper control project that has grown up to a natural 
appearance, the old fallen trees being largely decom- 
posed. 


SUITABILITY. As used in the Wilderness Act and in 
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act, refers to 
a recommendation by the Secretary of the Interior or the 
Secretary of Agriculture that certain Federal lands satisfy 
the definition of wilderness in the Wilderness Act and 
have been found appropriate for designation as wilder- 
ness on the basis of an analysis of the existing and poten- 
tial uses of the land. 


SYNCLINE. A convex upward fold in rocks in which the 
strata dip inward toward the axis. 

THREATENED SPECIES. See species, threatened. 
THRUST. An overriding movement of one crustal unit 
over another, where older strata are superimposed over 
younger, by a low angle fault plane (( degrees). 
TOPOGRAPHY. The physical features of a district or 
region, such as are represented on maps, taken collective- 


G-6 


_GLOSSARY 





ly; especially, the relief and contour of the land. 


TRAP. Applies to the accumulation of petroleum in a 
reservoir rock under such conditions that its migration 
and escape is prevented. 


TUFF. A rock formed of volcanic fragments, generally 
smaller than 4 mm in diameter, and can be of volcanic or 
sedimentary-volcanic origin. 


UNCONFORMITY. A surface of erosion or nondeposi- 
tion that separates younger strata from older rocks. 


VEGETATIVE SUCCESSIONAL STAGE. A plant 
community which is part of a progressive series leading 
to a community which perpetuates itself indefinitely 
under the environmental conditions. 


WATER QUALITY. The chemical, physical, and 
biological characteristics of water with respect to its 
suitability for a particular use. 


WATER RIGHT. In Colorado, aseparate property right 
which entitles the owner to use a specific amount of water 
from a specific point of diversion for a specific purpose. 


WATER RIGHT, APPROPRIATION. The estab- 
lishment of a water right by diversion, due diligence, and 
beneficial use under Colorado State Law. 


WATER RIGHT, RESERVED. A water right asserted 
by the BLM as being reserved in the name of the United 
States and limited to the uses and quantities necessary to 
accomplish the purposes for which the land has been 
reserved. 


WATERSHED. All lands which are enclosed by a con- 
tinuous hydrologic drainage divide and lie upslope from 
a specified point on stream. 


WAY. A two-wheel track created only by the passage of 
vehicles. A "way" is not a road. 


WILDERNESS AREA. An area formally designated by 
Act of Congress as part of the National Wilderness 
Preservation System. 


WILDERNESS CHARACTERISTICS. Identified by 
Congress in the 1964 Wilderness Act: namely size, 
naturalness, outstanding opportunities for solitude or a 
primitive and unconfined type of recreation, and sup- 
plemental values such as geological, archaeological, his- 
torical, ecological, scenic, or other features. It is required 
that the area possess at least 5,000 acres or more of 
contiguous public land or be of a size to make practical 
its preservation and use in an unimpaired condition; be 
substantially natural or generally appear to have been 
affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the imprint 
of man being substantially unnoticeable; and have either 
outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and 
unconfined type of recreation. Congress stated that a 


wilderness area may also have supplemental values, which 
include ecological, geological, or other features of scien- 
tific, educational, scenic, or historical value. 


WILDERNESS INVENTORY. An evaluation of public 
lands in the form of a written description and map show- 
ing those lands that meet the wilderness criteria as estab- 
lished under Section 603(a) of FLPMA and Section 2(c) 
of the Wilderness Act. 


WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT. The management of 
human use and influence on lands which have been desig- 
nated by Act of Congress as wilderness areas. 


WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT POLICY. A policy 
document prescribing the general objectives, policies and 
specific activity guidance applicable to all designated 
BLM wilderness areas. Specific management objectives, 
requirements and decisions implementing administrative » 
practices and visitor activities in individual wilderness 
areas are developed and described in the wilderness 
management plan for each unit. 


WILDERNESS REPORTING. The process of prepar- 
ing the reports containing wilderness recommendations 
on wilderness study areas and transmitting those reports 
to the Secretary of the Interior, the President and Con- 
gress. 

WILDERNESS REVIEW. The term used to cover the 
entire wilderness inventory, study and reporting phases 
of the wilderness program of the Bureau of Land 
Management. 


WILDERNESS STUDY AREA (WSA). A roadless 
area or island that has been inventoried and found to have 
wilderness characteristics as described in Section 603 of 
FLPMA and Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act of 1964 
(78 Stat. 891). 


WILDERNESS STUDY. The process outlined in these 
guidelines which specifies how each wilderness study area 
must be studied through the BLM resource management 
planning system, analyzing all resources, values, and uses 
within the WSA to determine whether the area will be 
recommended as suitable or nonsuitable for wilderness 
designation. 


WILDERNESS SUITABILITY RECOMMENDA- 
TIONS. A recommendation by the Bureau of Land 
Management, the Secretary of the Interior or the Presi- 
dent, with respect to an area’s suitability or nonsuitability 
for preservation as wilderness. 


WILDERNESS VALUES. The wilderness charac- 
teristics and multiple resource benefits of an area. 
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EXISTING AND POTENTIAL WILDERNESS WITH THE SAME POTENTIAL 
NATURAL VEGETATION CLASSIFICATIONS WITHIN 200 MILES 
OF THE WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 


The regional boundary of 200 air miles approximates a day’s drive (5 hours) and encompasses existing or potential 
wilderness areas which contain similar ecoregion and vegetation types. Tables A-1 through A-4 list designated, en- 
dorsed, and other study areas within 200 air miles which are within the same ecoregion and have the same potential 
natural vegetation types. 


TABLE A-1 
AREAS WITHIN 200 AIR MILES 
WITH ECOSYSTEM M3110-21 
(ROCKY MOUNTAIN FOREST, JUNIPER-PINYON WOODLAND) 








Unit Number Unit Name Acres* State Agency 
STATUTORY WILDERNESS 
FS-045 Desert Peak 12,355 Utah USFS 
ADMINISTRATIVELY ENDORSED 
NP-913 Dinosaur National Monument 102,835 Colorado NPS 
WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 

CO-010-001 Bull Canyon 5,000 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-002 Willow Creek 6,000 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-003 Skull Creek 8,000 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-007A Black Mountain 9,932 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-007C Windy Gulch 4,274 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-046 Oil Spring Mountain 10,000 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-208 West Cold Spring 12,420 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-214 Diamond Breaks 17,000 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-230 Cross Mountain 12,000 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-224 Ant Hills 3,000 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-224a Chew Winter Camp 1,320 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-226 Peterson Draw 4,160 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-229d Vale of Tears 7,420 Colorado BLM 
CO-030-286 McKenna Peak 3,880 Colorado BLM 
CO-070-430 Bull Gulch 10,500 Colorado BLM 





* Acreage shows Potential Natural Vegetation type only. 
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TABLE A-2 
AREAS WITHIN 200 AIR MILES 
WITH ECOSYSTEM M3110-31 
(ROCKY MOUNTAIN FOREST, MOUNTAIN MAHOGANY-OAK SCRUB) 

















Unit Number Unit Name Acres* State Agency 
STATUTORY WILDERNESS 
FS-105 Lone Peak 23,660 Utah USFS 
FS-128 Mount Nebo 5,770 Utah USFS 
FS-129 Mount Olympus 7,413 Utah USFS 
FS-134 Mount Timipanogos 5,807 Utah USFS 
FS-204 Twin Peaks 1,989 Utah USFS 
FS-209 Wellsville Mountain 23,858 Utah USFS 
WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 
CO-010-007C Windy Gulch 8,000 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-046 Oil Spring Mountain 6,000 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-214/ 
UT-080-113 Diamond Breaks 15,000 Colorado BLM 
CO-030-286 McKenna Peak 633 Colorado BLM 
UT-060-100B Flume Canyon 4,845 Utah BLM 
FS-085 Huston Park 1,000 Wyoming USFS 
* Acreage shows Potential Natural Vegetation type only. 
TABLE A-3 
AREAS WITHIN 200 AIR MILES 
WITH ECOSYSTEM M3110-17 
(ROCKY MOUNTAIN FOREST, PINE-DOUGLAS FIR FOREST) 
Unit Number Unit Name Acres* State Agency 
STATUTORY WILDERNESS 
FS-025 Cache La Poudre 9,402 Colorado USFS 
FS-040 Cammanche Peak 12,355 Colorado USFS 
FS-210 Weminvche 14,999 Colorado USFS 
FS-189 South San Juan 61,775 Colorado USFS 
NPS-002 Black Canyon Gunnison 11,181 Colorado NPS 
WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 
CO-010-046 Oil Spring Mountain 740 Colorado BLM 
CO-030-252 Weber Mountain 1,230 Colorado BLM 
CO-030-286 Mekenna Peak 62 Colorado BLM 
CO-050-002 Browns Canyon 6,614 Colorado BLM 
CO-050-013 McIntyre Hills 16,800 Colorado BLM 
CO-050-014 Lower Grape Creek 11,220 Colorado BLM 
CO-070-392 Eagle Mountain 330 Colorado BLM 
CO-070-425 Hack Lake 10 Colorado BLM 
CO-070-433 Castle Peak 11,940 Colorado BLM 
CO-ISA-005 Powderhorn P.A. 13,035 Colorado BLM 





*Acreage shows Potential Natural Vegetation type only. 
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AREAS WITHIN 200 AIR MILES 
WITH ECOSYSTEM M3110-49 


(ROCKY MOUNTAIN FOREST, SAGEBRUSH STEEPE) 
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Unit Number Unit Name Acres* State Agency 
STATUTORY WILDERNESS 
FS-076 Gros Ventre 40,018 Wyoming USFS 
FS-154 Platte River 766 Wyoming USFS 
ADMINISTRATIVELY ENDORSED 
NP-913 Dinosaur National Monument 102,836 Colorado NPS 
NP-913 Dinosaur National Monument 13,179 Utah NPS 
WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 
CO-010-001 Bull Canyon 6,777 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-002 Willow Creek 7,368 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-003 Skull Creek 5,740 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-046 Oil Spring Mountain 1,000 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-214/ 
UT-080-113 Diamond Breaks 3,380 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-230 Cross Mountain 2,081 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-224 Ant Hills 1,354 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-226 Peterson Draw 1,000 Colorado BLM 
CO-070-430 Bull Gulch 3,000 Colorado BLM 
UT-080-414 Daniel’s Canyon 2,446 Utah BLM 
*Acres shows Potential Natural Vegetation type only. 
TABLE A-5 
AREAS WITHIN 200 AIR MILES 
WITH ECOSYSTEM A3140-49 
(WYOMING BASIN, SAGEBRUSH STEPPE) 
Unit Number Unit Name Acres* State Agency 
STATUTORY WILDERNESS 
A4901 Bridger Addition 15,948 Wyoming USFS 
WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 
CO-010-208 West Cold Spring 5,262 Colorado BLM 
WY -030-120 Sweetwater Rocks 5,956 Wyoming BLM 
WY-030-304 Bennett Mountains 5,722 Wyoming BLM 
WY-040-306 Buffalo Hump 10,300 Wyoming BLM 
WY-040-307 Sand Dunes 26,509 Wyoming BLM 
WY-040-311 Alkali Draw 16,990 Wyoming BLM 
WY-040-313 S. Pinnacles 10,800 Wyoming BLM 
WY-040-316/ 
WY-040-317 Alkali Basin E. Sand Dunes 12,800 Wyoming BLM 
WY-040-324 Oregon Buttes 5,700 Wyoming BLM 
WY-040-401/ Devils Playground/ 
WY-040-402 Twin Buttes 22,561 Wyoming BLM 
WY-040-406 Red Creek Badlands 8,020 Wyoming BLM 
WY -040-408 Adobe Town 52,710 Wyoming BLM 





* Acreage shows Potential Natural Vegetation type only. 
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TABLE A-6 
AREAS WITHIN 200 AIR MILES 
WITH ECOSYSTEM M3110-14 
(ROCKY MOUNTAIN FOREST PROVINCE, WESTERN SPRUCE-FIR FOREST) 








Unit Number Unit Name Acres* State Agency 
STATUTORY WILDERNESS 
FS-037 Collegiate Peaks 43,168 Colorado USFS 
FS-040 Commanche Peak 37,065 Colorado USFS 
FS-054 Eagles Nest 95,356 Colorado USFS 
FS-059 Flat Tops 235,128 Colorado USFS 
FS-082 Holy Cross 74,130 Colorado USFS 
FS-084 Hunter Fryingpan 24,562 Colorado USFS 
FS-087 Indian Peaks 20,979 Colorado USFS 
FS-106 Lost Creek 105,129 Colorado USFS 
FS-110 Maroon Bells 98,840 Clorado USFS 
FS-123 Mount Evans 37,362 Colorado USFS 
FS-137 Mount Zirkel 134,818 Colorado USFS 
FS-140 Neota 9,909 Colorado USFS 
FS-157 Raggeds 29,887 Colorado USFS 
FS-159 Rawah 64,110 Colorado USFS 
FS-213 West Elk 176,096 Colorado USFS 
FS-020 Bridger 235,387 Wyoming USFS 
FS-036 Cloud Peak 74,130 Wyoming USFS 
FS-056 Encampment River 10,403 Wyoming USFS 
FS-058 Fitzpatrick 61,058 Wyoming USFS 
FS-076 Gros Ventre 247,100 Wyoming USFS 
FS-085 Huston Park 31,308 Wyoming USFS 
FS-090 Jedediah Smith 74,130 Wyoming USFS 
FS-144 North Absaroka 229,000 Wyoming USFS 
FS-155 Popo Agie 49,420 Wyoming USFS 
FS-181 Savage Row 14,011 Wyoming USFS 
FS-198 Teton 237,006 Wyoming USFS 
FS-207 Washakie 370,650 Wyoming USFS 
WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 
CO-010-155 Troublesome 8,250 Colorado BLM 
CO-050-016 Beaver Creek 6,015 Colorado BLM 
CO-070-430 Bull Gulch 1,500 Colorado BLM 
WY-030-301 Emcampment R. Cyn. 4,547 Wyoming BLM 
WY-030-303 Prospect Mountain 1,145 Wyoming BLM 





*Acreage shows Potential Natural Vegetation type only. 
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FS-020 
FS-036 
FS-154 


FS-207 
CO-010-104 


WY-030-110 
WY-060-201 
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TABLE A-7 


AREAS WITHIN 200 AIR MILES 
WITH ECOSYSTEM M3110-11 
(ROCKY MOUNTAIN FOREST, DOUGLAS FIR FOREST) 


Unit Name Acres* 
STATUTORY WILDERNESS 
Bridger 114,481 
Cloud Peak 74,130 
Platte River 22,239 
Washakie 237,006 
WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 
North Platte Contiguous 30 
Whiskey Mountain 487 
Gardner Mountain 6,423 


* Acreage shows Potential Natural Vegetation type only. 


State 


Wyoming 
Wyoming 
Wyoming/ 
Colorado 
Wyoming 


Colorado 
Wyoming 
Wyoming 
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Agency 


USFS 
USFS 


USFS 
USFS 


BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
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EXISTING AND POTENTIAL WILDERNESS WITHIN A DAY’S DRIVE 
OF THE STANDARD METROPOLITIAN STATISTICAL AREAS 


The 200-mile regional boundary also approximates the day’s drive (5 hours). Tables B-1 through B-6 list the areas 
within 200 air miles of the Standard Metropolitian Statistical Areas in Colorado (Denver-Boulder and Fort Collins) 
and Utah (Provo-Orem and Salt Lake City-Ogden). The areas listed are within a day’s drive of at least one of the 
population centers above. 


TABLE B-1 
STATUTORY WILDERNESS 
WITHIN 200 MILES OF COLORADO 
STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS 


C%) 











Unit Number Unit Name Acres State Agency 
FS-054 Eagles Nest 133,325 Colorado USFS 
FS-059 Flat Tops 235,035 Colorado USFS 
FS-100 La Garita 103,986 Colorado USFS 
FS-110 Maroon Bells-Snowmass 180,498 Colorado USFS 
FS-137 Mount Zirkel 139,818 Colorado USFS 
FS-159 Rawah 73,020 Colorado USFS 
FS-210 Weminuche 459,604 Colorado USFS 
FS-213 West Elk 176,092 Colorado USFS 
FS-084 Hunter-Frying Pan 74,250 Colorado USFS 
FS-087 Indian Peaks 70,374 Colorado USFS 
FS-141 Never Summer 13,702 Colorado USFS 
FS-025 Cache la Poudre 9,238 Colorado USFS 
FS-040 Comanche Peaks 66,781 Colorado USFS 
FS-140 Neota 9,924 Colorado USFS 
FS-123 Mt. Evans 74,401 Colorado USFS 
FS-082 Holy Cross 122,037 Colorado USFS 
FS-037 Collegiate Peaks 166,654 Colorado USFS 
FS-157 Raggeds 59,519 Colorado USFS 
FS-012 Big Blue 98,320 Colorado USFS 
FS-132 Mt. Sneffels 16,505 Colorado USFS 
FS-106 Lost Creek 105,090 Colorado USFS 
FS-126 Mt. Massive 27,980 Colorado USFS 
FS-189 South San Juan 127,690 Colorado USFS 
FS-181 Savage Run 14,940 Wyoming USFS 
FS-154 Platte River 23,000 Wyoming/ 

Colorado USFS 
FS-056 Encampment River 10,400 Wyoming USFS 
FS-085 Huston Park 31,300 Wyoming USFS 
NP-002 Blk, Cyn, of the Gunnison N.M. 11,180 Colorado NPS 
NP-008 Great Sand Dunes N.M. 33,450 Colorado NPS 
FWS Leadville 2,560 Colorado USFWS 

Total 30 Areas 2,670,673 
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TABLE B-2 
ADMINISTRATIVELY ENDORSED WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 
WITHIN 200 MILES OF COLORADO STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS 
Unit Number Unit Name Acres State Agency 
NP-925 Rocky Mountain National Park 263,792 Colorado NPS 
NP-913 Dinosaur National Monument 205,671 Colorado NPS 
CO-030-089 Powderhorn 50,140 Colorado BLM 
B2100 Davis Peak 8,100 Colorado USFS 
A2104 Service Creek 39,860 Colorado USFS 
A2177 Service Creek 8,000 Colorado USFS 
02218 Cannibal Plateau 31,990 Colorado USFS 
A2250 Buffalo Peaks 56,900 Colorado USFS 
A2266 Sangre De Cristo 221,000 Colorado USFS 
A2270 Greenhorn Mountain 22,300 Colorado USFS 
A2361 Vasquez Peak/St. Louis Peak 12,800 Colorado USFS 
Total 11 Areas 920,553 
TABLE B-3 
WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS WITHIN 200 MILES OF COLORADO 
STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS 

Unit Number Unit Name Acres State Agency 
CO-010-007A Black Mountain 9,932 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-007C Windy Gulch 12,274 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-104 Platte River Contiguous 30 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-155 Troublesome 8,250 Colorado BLM 
CO-030-208 Red Cloud Peak 38,400 Colorado BLM 
CO-030-217 American Flats 4,710 Colorado BLM 
CO-030-229B Needle Creek 4,540 Colorado BLM 
CO-030-230B Whitehead Gulch 5,560 Colorado BLM 
CO-030-238B Weminuche Contiguous 1,980 Colorado BLM 
CO-030-241 Handies Peak 18,260 Colorado BLM 
CO-030-353 Camel Back 10,900 Colorado BLM 
CO-030-370B Adobe Badlands 10,560 Colorado BLM 
CO-030-388 Gunnison Gorge 20,240 Colorado BLM 
CO-050-002 Browns Canyon 6,614 Colorado BLM 
CO-050-013 McIntyre Hills 16,060 Colorado BLM 
CO-050-014 Lower Grape Creek 10,630 Colorado BLM 
CO-050-016 Beaver Creek 26,150 Colorado BLM 
CO-050-017 Upper Grape Creek 9,840 Colorado BLM 
CO-050-141 San Luis Hills 10,240 Colorado BLM 
CO-070-066 Little Bookcliffs Wildhorse Area 26,525 Colorado BLM 
CO-070-150 Dominguez Canyons 75,800 Colorado BLM 
CO-070-392 Eagle Mountain 330 Colorado BLM 
CO-070-425 Hack Lake 3,360 Colorado BLM 
CO-070-430 Bull Gulch 14,364 Colorado BLM 
CO-070-433 Castle Peak 11,940 Colorado BLM 
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WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS WITHIN 200 MILES OF COLORADO 


TABLE B-3 


STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS 
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(continued) 
Unit Number Unit Name Acres State Agency 
204 Fossil Ridge 47,400 Colorado USFS 
2-114 Williams Fork 74,770 Colorado USFS 
02181 Oh-Be-Joyful 5,500 Colorado USFS 
02271 Spanish Peaks 19,600 Colorado USFS 
B2284 South San Juan (V-Rock) 32,800 Colorado USFS 
WY-030-120 Sweetwater Rocks 6,316 Wyoming BLM 
WY-030-122 Sweetwater Rocks 12,749 Wyoming BLM 
WY-030-123A Sweetwater Rocks 7,041 Wyoming BLM 
WY-030-123B Sweetwater Rocks 6,429 Wyoming BLM 
WY-030-304 Bennett Mountains 5,722 Wyoming BLM 
WY-030-401/ 
WY-040-408 Adobe Town 81,871 Wyoming BLM 
WY-030-407 Ferris Mountains 20,495 Wyoming BLM 
WY-040-318 Red Lake 9,515 Wyoming BLM 
Total 38 areas 687,697 
TABLE B-4 
STATUTORY WILDERNESS WITHIN 200 MILES OF UTAH 
STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS 
Unit Number Unit Name Acres State Agency 
FS- Jarbidge 64,677 Nevada USFS 
FS-020 Bridger 428,169 Wyoming USFS 
FS-058 Fitzpatrick 198,838 Wyoming USFS 
FS-155 Popo Agie 101,991 Wyoming USFS 
FS-076 Gros Ventre 287,000 Wyoming USFS 
FS-090 Jedediah Smith 116,535 Wyoming USFS 
NP-005 Craters of the Moon N.M. 43,243 Idaho NPS 
FS-105 Lone Peak 30,088 Utah USFS 
04253 Ashdown Gorge 7,000 Utah USFS 
FS-129 Mt. Olympus 16,000 Utah USFS 
FS-209 Wellsville Mountain 23,850 Utah USFS 
FS-127 Mt. Naomi 44,350 Utah USFS 
FS-018 Box-Death Hollow 26,000 Utah USFS 
FS-081 High Uintas 460,000 Utah USFS 
FS-045 Deseret Peak 25,500 Utah USFS 
FS-128 Mt. Nebo 28,000 Utah USFS 
FS-134 Mt. Timpanogos 10,750 Utah USFS 
FS-204 Twin Peaks 13,100 Utah USFS 
FS-153 Pine Valley Mountain 50,000 Utah USFS 
Total 19 Areas 1,975,091 
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TABLE B-5 
ADMINISTRATIVELY ENDORSED WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS 

WITHIN 200 MILES OF UTAH STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS 
Unit Number Unit Name Acres State Agency 
ID-33-1 Great Rift 355,850 Idaho BLM 
14179 Worm Creek 15,770 Idaho USFS 
NP-909 Colorado National Monument 13,842 Colorado NPS 
NP-913 Dinosaur National Monument 205,671 Colorado NPS 
NP-900 Arches National Monument 61,547 Utah NPS 
NP Zion National Park 120,620 Utah NPS 
NP-903 Bryce Canyon National Park 20,810 Utah NPS 
NP-905 Canyonlands National Park 260,150 Utah NPS 
NP-906 Capitol Reef National Monument 179,815 Utah NPS 
NP-908 Cedar Breaks National Monumemt 4,830 Utah NPS 
NP-913 Dinosaur National Monument 39,684 Utah NPS 
NP 916 Grand Teton National Park 91,105 Wyoming NPS 

Total 12 Areas 1,369,694 
TABLE B-6 
WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS WITHIN 200 MILES OF UTAH 
STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS 

Unit Number Unit Name Acres State Agency 
CO-010-001/ 
UT-080-419 Bull Canyon 12,297 Colorado/Utah BLM 
CO-010-002 Willow Creek 13,368 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-003 Skull Creek 13,740 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-007A Black Mountain 9,932 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-007C Windy Gulch 12,274 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-046 Oil Spring Mountain 17,740 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-208/ West Cold Spring 17,682 Colorado/ 
UT-080-103 Utah BLM 
CO-010-214/ Diamond Breaks 35,380 Colorado/ 
UT-080-113 Utah BLM 
CO-010-230 Cross Mountain 14,081 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-224 Ant Hills 4,354 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-224a Chew Winter Camp 1,320 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-226 Peterson Draw 5,160 Colorado BLM 
CO-010-229d Vale of Tears 7,420 Colorado BLM 
CO-070-009 Demaree Canyon 21,050 Colorado BLM 
CO-070-066 Little Bookcliffs Wildhorse Area 26,525 Colorado BLM 
CO-070-113/ 
CO-070-113A Black Ridge Canyons 18,150 Colorado BLM 
UT-060-116/ 
UT-060-117 Black Ridge Canyons West 54,290 Colorado/Utah BLM 
CO-070-132 The Palisade 26,050 Colorado BLM 
CO-070-176 Sewem Up Mesa 19,140 Colorado BLM 
NV-010-027 Bluebell 55,665 Nevada BLM 
NV-010-033 Goshute Peak 69,770 Nevada BLM 
NV-010-035 South Pequop 41,090 Nevada BLM 
NV-010-151 Rough Hills 6,685 Nevada BLM 
NV-010-184 Bad Lands 9,426 Nevada BLM 
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TABLE B-6 
WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS WITHIN 200 MILES OF UTAH 
STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS 
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(continued) 

Unit Number Unit Name Acres State Agency 
NV-040-015 Goshute Canyon 30,585 Nevada BLM 
NV-040-169 Mt. Grafton 73,216 Nevada BLM 
NV-040-177 Fortification Range 41,615 Nevada BLM 
NV-040-197 Table Mountain 35,958 Nevada BLM 
NV-040-202/ 

NV-040-216 White Rock Range 23,625 Nevada BLM 
UT-020-089 North Stansbury Mountains 10,480 Utah BLM 
UT-020-094 Cedar Mountains 50,500 Utah BLM 
UT-040-061 Steep Creek 21,896 Utah BLM 
UT-040-076 Carcass Canyon 46,711 Utah BLM 
UT-040-077 Mud Springs Canyon 38,075 Utah BLM 
UT-040-082 Scorpion 35,884 Utah BLM 
UT-040-268 The Blues 19,030 Utah BLM 
UT-ISA-1 Phipps-Death Hollow 42,731 Utah BLM 
UT-ISA-2 North Escalante/The Gulch 119,300 Utah BLM 
UT-050-020 Deep Creek Mountains 68,910 Utah BLM 
UT-050-035 Conger Mountain 20,400 Utah BLM 
UT-050-061 Swasey Mountains 49,500 Utah BLM 
UT-050-070 King Top 84,770 Utah BLM 
UT-050-073/ 

UT-040-205 Wah Wah Mountains 42,140 Utah BLM 
UT-050-077 Howell Peak =, 24,800 Utah BLM 
UT-050-078 Notch Peak 51,130 Utah BLM 
UT-050-127 Fish Springs 52,500 Utah BLM 
UT-050-186 Rockwell 9,150 Utah BLM 
UT-050-236A Dirty Devil 61,000 Utah BLM 
UT-050-236B French Spring-Happy Canyon 25,000 Utah BLM 
UT-050-237 Horseshoe Canyon (South) 38,800 Utah BLM 
UT-050-238 Mt. Ellen-Blue Hills 81,726 Utah BLM 
UT-050-241 Fiddler Butte 73,100 Utah BLM 
UT-050-242 Bull Mountain 11,800 Utah BLM 
UT-050-247 Little Rockies 38,700 Utah BLM 
UT-050-248 Mt. Pennell 74,300 Utah BLM 
UT-050-249 Mt. Hillers 20,000 Utah BLM 
UT-060-007 Muddy Creek 31,400 Utah BLM 
UT-060-023 Sids Mountain 80,530 Utah BLM 
UT-060-025 Devils Canyon 9,610 Utah BLM 
UT-060-028A Crack Canyon 25,335 Utah BLM 
UT-060-029A San Rafael Reef 59,170 Utah BLM 
UT-060-045/ 

UT-050-237A Horseshoe Canyon (North) 20,500 Utah BLM 
UT-060-054 Mexican Mountain 59,600 Utah BLM 
UT-060-067 Turtle Canyon 33,690 Utah BLM 
UT-060-068A Desolation Canyon 289,650 Utah BLM 
UT-060-100B Flume Canyon 50,800 Utah BLM 
UT-060-100C Spruce Canyon 20,350 Utah BLM 
UT-060-118 Westwater Canyon 31,160 Utah BLM 
UT-060-140A Behind the Rocks 12,635 Utah BLM 
UT-060-164 Indian Creek 6,870 Utah BLM 
UT-060-167 Bridger Jack Mesa 5,290 Utah BLM 
UT-060-169 Bulter Wash 24,190 Utah BLM 
UT-ISA-6 Dark Canyon Complex 68,030 Utah BLM 
WY-030-101 Sweetwater Canyon 9,056 Wyoming BLM 
WY-030-401/ 

WY-040-408 Adobe Town 81,871 Wyoming BLM 
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TABLE B-6 


WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS WITHIN 200 MILES OF UTAH 
STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS 


(continued) 
Unit Number Unit Name Acres State Agency 
WY-040-101 Scab Creek 7,636 Wyoming BLM 
YW-040-110 Lake Mountain 13,865 Wyoming BLM 
WY-040-221 Raymond Mountains 32,936 Wyoming BLM 
WY-040-306 Buffalo Hump 10,300 Wyoming BLM 
WY-040-307 Sand Dunes 26,509 Wyoming BLM 
WY-040-311 Alkali Draw 16,990 Wyoming BLM 
WY-040-313 S. Pinnacles 10,800 Wyoming BLM 
WY-040-316/ 
WY-040-317 Alkali Basin E. Sand Dunes 12,800 Wyoming BLM 
WY-040-318 Red Lake 9,515 Wyoming BLM 
WY-040-323 Honeycomb Buttes 40,750 Wyoming BLM 
WY-040-324 Oregon Buttes 5,700 Wyoming BLM 
WY-040-401/ Devils Playground/ 
WY-040-402 Twin Buttes 22,561 Wyoming BLM 
WY-040-406 Red Creek Badlands 8,020 Wyoming BLM 
04758 Mount Naomi 28,800 Idaho USFS 
04352 Mt. Moriah 97,205 Nevada USFS 
04359 Wheeler Peak 61,919 Nevada USFS 
04367 Ruby Mountains 55,180 Nevada USFS 
04391 Highland Ridge 76,017 Nevada USFS 
A4372 Jarbidge Addition 31,070 Nevada USFS 
ID-17-11 Jarbridge River 75,340 Idaho BLM 
ID-28-1 Petticoat Peak 11,298 Idago BLM 
ID-31-14 Appendicitus Hill 21,900 Idaho BLM 
ID-31-17 White Knob Mountains 9,950 Idaho BLM 
ID-32-9 Black Canyon 5,400 Idaho BLM 
ID-33-4 Cedar Butte 35,700 Idaho BLM 
ID-33-15 Hell’s Half Acre 66,200 Idaho BLM 
ID-34-2 Table Rock Islands 380 Idaho BLM 
ID-34-3 Pine Creek Islands 155 Idaho BLM 
ID-34-4 Conant Valley Islands 235 Idaho BLM 
ID-35-3 Sand Mountain 21,100 Idaho | BLM 
ID-53-S Friedman Creek 9,773 Idaho BLM 
ID-S4-5 Little City of Rocks 5,875 Idaho BLM 
ID-5S4-6 Black Canyon 10,371 Idaho BLM 
ID-5S4-8A Gooding City of Rocks 14,743 Idaho BLM 
ID-54-8B Gooding City of Rocks 6,287 Idaho BLM 
ID-56-2 Lava 23,680 Idaho BLM 
ID-S7-2 Shale Butte 15,968 Idaho BLM 
ID-57-8 Sand Butte 20,792 Idaho BLM 
ID-5S7-10 Raven’s Eye 67,110 Idaho BLM 
ID-57-11 Little Deer 33,531 Idaho BLM 
ID-5S7-14 Bear Den Butte 9,700 Idaho BLM 
ID-S9-7 Shoshone 6,914 Idaho BLM 
W4613 Palisades (West) 111,250 Idaho USFS 
W4613/ 
E4613 Palisades 135,840 Wyoming USFS 
NP-916 Grand Teton National Park 45,552 Wyoming NPS 
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Oil and Gas Wells Affecting the Oil Springs Mountain WSA 


TABLE C-1 
Oil and Gas Wells in the Oil Spring Mountain WSA 








Deepest Completion 
Well Location Formation Date Status — Notes 
Continental Oil T3S R102W Mancos B 5-69 P&A 
#6 Govt Sec 30 NWSW 
Coseka Resources T3S R103W Entrada -79 P&A 
1-17 Coors-USA Sec 17 NWNE 
National Oil T3S R103W Frontier 12-82 P&A 
1-10 Federal Sec 10 SWSE 
Northwest Exploration T3S R103W Mancos B 11-79 P&A 
4X USA-Texas Creek Sec 10 SWSW 
Adolph Coors T3S R103W Mancos B 1-79 SI holds lease 
1-19 USA C7867 Sec 19 NENE C-7867 
Arch Oil and Gas T3S R103W Mesaverde 9-81 SI holds lease 
3-21-3-103 Sec 21 NWSE C-11594 
Continental Oil & 
English Oil T3S R103W Mancos B 12-53 P&A 
#3 Govt Sec 23 NWNE 
Fuel Resources Dev. T3S R103W Mancos B 6-76 P&A 
24-1 Sec 24 SWSE 
Continental Oil T3S R103W Mancos A 12-65 P&A 
4 Missouri Creek Unit Sec 25 NENE 
Northwest Prod. T3S R103W Weber 11-56 P&A 
Panhandle Oil Sec 25 SENW 
5 Urado Unit 
Fuel Res urces Dev. T3S R103W Entrada 6-84 0 
L-34-103-2 Fed Sec 34 NWSW 
Provident Resources T4S R102W Mancos B 8-77 PGW 
3-18-4-102 Sec 18 SESW 
Cities Services Oil T4S R102W Entrada 11-59 P&A 
#1 USA Sec 7 SWSE 
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TABLE C-2 


Oil and Gas Wells not in the WSA that Affect the WSA 


APPENDIX C 








Deepest Completion 
Well Location Formation Date Status Notes 
Provident Resources T4S R102W Mancos B 6-77 PGW holds lease — 
9-19-4-102 Sec 19 SENE C-23802 
Continental Oil T3S R103W Morrison -60 SI holds lease 
28-1 unit Sec 28 NWSW C-03144a 
***This well also holds the Missouri Creek Morrison Unit*** 
Continental Oil T3S R103W Entrada 1-78 SI holds lease 
1 Missouri Creek 27 Sec 27 SWNW C-03145 
Continental Oil T3S R102W Mancos A 8-65 SI holds lease 
#3 Govt. Sec 30 NENE C-03324 
Kirby 9-19 T4S R102W Mancos B 6-77 SI holds lease 
Sec 19 NESE C-23802 
(and C-1751 
by CA) 
Coseka 9-22 T4S R103W Mancos B 9-79 SI holds lease 
Sec 22 SENE C-10698A 
13-9-4-102 T4S R102W Dakota 2-80 SI holds lease 
Sec 9 NWNW C-19342 
Norris 1-3 Govt T4S R102W Mancos B 7-75 SI holds lease 
Sec 3 CNW C-127718 
Mitchell T3S R104W Dakota 10-84 SI holds lease 
Fed 2-3-104 Sec 3 C-27267 
Fuelco 9-14 Fed T4S R102W Dakota 12-81 PGW holds lease 
Sec 9 C-9496 
Coseka 17-D-23 T4S R103W Morrison 3-79 PGW holds lease 
Sec 23 NWNW C-11450 
Chaparral IM 34 T3S R102W Mancos B 11-76 PGW holds lease 
Sec 34 SWNW : C-121361 


P&A  -Plugged and Abandoned 


SI -Shut In Gas Well 
PGW _ -Producing Gas Well 
0 - Abandoned Location 
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EXISTING WATER RIGHTS IN THE WSAs 


On July 26, 1988, the Attorney General concurred with the DOI solicitor’s opinion that Congress did not intend to 
reserve federal water rights for wilderness purposes when it created the NWPS. However, Congress still has the 
power to reserve water rights for wilderness areas when it deems it necessary through appropriate legislation on 
specific provisions in wilderness legislation. 


While water rights certainly have an implication on water supply and usage, the issue is not an environmental issue 
that is appropriate for analysis in this EIS, but rather a legal matter to be addressed separately from the environmen- 
tal review process. For these reasons, the issue was dropped from further analysis, although it is recognized as 
having a potential impact on future uses and condition of the lands and resources analyzed in this EIS. 


The question whether a reserved wilderness water right would impact on the transfer of existing rights within the 
stream system or through a transbasin diversion has also been raised. Transfers from above or within a wilderness 
area to below the wilderness area would clearly not be affected since no less water would be allowed to flow through 
the wilderness. Only where transfers could result in the movement of rights from below to within or above the 
wilderness is there a potential effect. No such transfers are currently known to be proposed within any of the WSAs. 
Even if such transfer is proposed in the future, the effects are likely to be minimal. Limitations that would be placed 
on such a transfer because of wilderness would be no more significant than those automatically imposed by other 
water rights more senior than any reserved wilderness water right. Even in the unlikely event that this were not the 
case, it is probable that flexibility could be provided to the water right holder while still assuring complete protec- 
tion of the specific wilderness values associated with water flows through the WSA. Mitigations, flow augmentation 
measures, water right exchanges, purchases or donations and other local avenues could provide the means to ac- 
complish this. 


There are no expected effects on existing water rights and no proposals to transfer water rights are known or an- 
ticipated that would be significantly affected. 


The Troublesome, West Cold Spring, and Cross Mountain WSAs are the only areas with perennial streams flowing 
through them. Most water sources within the WSAs are springs, seeps, and stock ponds. The following tables list 
the decreed water sources and known decreed water rights existing as of January 1990. 
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TABLE D-1 
BULL CANYON WSA 
There are 10 decreed water rights on 14 sources within the WSA. 
Decreed Water Right 

Name of Source Location Case Number Amount Owner 

114-04 T4N R104W Sec 15 Lot 4 SESE 85CW142 0.005 cfs USA 

114-03 T4N R104W Sec 23 NENE 

114-08 T4N R103W Sec 19 Lot S NWNW 85CW142 0.005 cfs USA 

113-14 T4N R103W Sec 21 SWSW 

113-15 T4N R103W Sec 21 NWSW 85CW180 0.005 cfs USA 

113-17 T4N R103W Sec 30 SWNE 85CW137 0.005 cfs USA 

113-25 TAN R103W Sec 29 NWNE 85CW137 0.002 cfs USA 

113-29 T4N R103W Sec 17 NENE 85CW135 0.033 cfs USA 

113-52 T4N R103W Sec 22 SENW 

113-53 T4N R103W Sec 22 SENW 

113-54 T4N R103W Sec 22 SWNW 85CW180 0.005 cfs USA 

Popper Ditch #1 T4N R104W Sec 23 NENE W338 1.0 cfs Private 

Popper Ditch #2 T4N R104W Sec 23 W338 15 cfs Private 

Buckwater Well T4N R104W Sec 23 NESW W337-72 0.067 cfs Private 





Sources outside the WSA but in the same drainage 








113-06 T4N R103W Sec 12 NESE 85CW140 0.033 cfs USA 
113-08 T4N R103W Sec 15 SESE 85CW183 0.005 cfs USA 
113-03 TSN R103W Sec 29 NWSE 
113-48 TSN R103W Sec 29 NESE 
113-49 TSN R103W Sec 29 NESE 
113-50 TSN R103W Sec 29 NESE 
113-02 TSN R103W Sec 28 SWNW 
TABLE D-2 
WILLOW CREEK WSA 
There are 17 decreed water rights on 19 sources within the WSA. 
Decreed Water Right 
Name of Source Location Case Number Amount Owner 
Blue Mountain Springs #2 T4N R103W Sec 22 SWSE AR72 0.001 cfs USA 
Blue Mountain Springs #3 T4N R103W Sec 24 NWSE AR72 0.001 cfs USA 
113-31 T4N R103W Sec 26 SESW 85CW562 0.005 cfs USA 
113-57 T4N R103W Sec 26 SWSE 85CW562 0.005 cfs USA 
113-38 T4N R103W Sec 25 SWSW 85CW561 0.005 cfs USA 
113-47 T4N R102W Sec 30 NENW 85CW486 0.01 cfs USA 
113-43 T4N R102W Sec 30 SWNE 85CW566 0.01 cfs USA 
113-44 T4N R102W Sec 30 NENE 85CW566 0.01 cfs USA 
112-14 T3N R102W Sec 5 SWNE 85CW475 0.01 cfs USA 
112-15 T3N R102W Sec 5 SWNE 
Blue Mountain Well #2 
112-13 T3N R102W Sec 5 NENW 15740R well Private 
112-12 T3N R102W Sec 5 NENE 15742R well Private 
Rim Spring T4N R102W Sec 15 SESE AR72 0.01 cfs USA 
112-04 T4N R102W Sec 13 NWSE 85CW558 0.005 cfs USA 
Sheridan Spring T4N R102W Sec 27 SWNW 83CW25 0.044 cfs Private 
112-07 T4N R102W Sec 17 SWNW 
112-06 T4N R102W Sec 8 Lot 8 SWNW AR72 0.001 cfs USA 
Carter T4N R102W Sec 8 NWSE. AR72 0.001 cfs USA 
112-29 T4N R102W Sec 8 NWSE 85CW134 0.005 cfs USA 
EXISTING WATER 
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TABLE D-3 
SKULL CREEK WSA 
There are 10 decreed water rights on 13 sources within the WSA. 
Decreed Water Right 
Name of Source Location Case Number Amount Owner 
112-19 T4N R102W Sec 35 SWSW 85CW559 0.005 cfs USA 
Toles Ditch T4N R102W Sec 35 NWSW W3259-76 3.0 cfs Private 
112-04 T4N R102W Sec 13 NWSE 85CW558 0.005 cfs USA 
112-22 T3N R101W Sec 5 NWSW 
111-09 T3N R101W Sec 4 SENW 
111-14 T4N R101W Sec 33 SENE 85CW480 0.005 cfs USA 
111-15 T4N R101W Sec 33 SENE 85CW480 0.005 cfs USA 
111-11 T4N R101W Sec 33 NWNE 85CW480 0.005 cfs USA 
111-23 T4N R101W Sec 15 NWNW 85CW478 0.01 cfs USA 
Stoner T4N R101W Sec 11 SESW 
111-07 TSN R101W Sec 35 SWNW 85CW491 0.03 cfs USA 
111-17 T4N R101W Sec 35 NENE 85CW479 0.005 cfs USA 
112-03 T4N R102W Sec 13 NENW AR72 0.02 cfs USA 
TABLE D-4 
TROUBLESOME WSA 


The listed water rights are all upstream from or within the WSA itself. The BLM stream rights were granted in 1972 and given a reserved right 
(i.e., the priority date is older than actual court decree date). 




















Case Decreed Water Right 
Name of Source Location Number Amount Owner 
Brumstead Spring TAN R80W Sec 34 82CW216 0.004 cfs USA 
Siebert Flat Spring T4N R80W Sec 25 W467-W469 0.002 cfs USA 
Rabbit Ears Creek T4N R80W Sec 21, 27, 28, 34, 35 0.002 cfs USA 
Glomerate Creek TAN R80W Sec 23, 24, 25 0.002 cfs USA 
Porphyry Creek T4N R80W Sec 24 0.002 cfs USA 
Troublesome Creek TAN R80W Sec 24, 35, 36 W467-W469 0.002 cfs USA 
TABLE D-5 
PRIVATELY HELD WATER RIGHTS: TROUBLESOME WSA 
Case Decreed - Water Right 
Name of Source Location Number Amount Owner 
Porphyry Ditch Porphyry Creek "Abandoned", by Court Private 
T3N R79W Decision, 1984 
Birdseye Ditch Birdseye Creek "Abandoned", by Court 
T3N R79W Decision, 1984 Case 
Completed in 1988 Private 
Matheson Reservoir Troublesome Creek 946 1,073 af Private 
EXISTING WATER 
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The Matheson Reservoir has been historically operated to provide water to the Missouri and Pickering Ditches 
(below the WSA) by releasing water in the later spring and summer months. The owner may be in the process of 
selling the water rights to another private interest. Currently, they are authorized for the historic use, with a one 
time per year fill. 


OTHER WATER RIGHT FILINGS 


Only the Colorado Water Conservation Board is authorized in the state to recommend and hold instream flow water 
rights. In November of 1985, they recommended flows for the East Fork of Troublesome Creek (5 cfs) and 
Troublesome Creek (15 cfs), below the WSA. Due to opposition, these recommendations have never been applied 
for in water court even though they would be junior to all the current water users. 


The East Fork of the Troublesome has been studied for the Hay Park Reservoir. The Middle Park WCD holds a 
1959 water right for this project for about 263 cfs. 


There are no water sources within the WSA. 














TABLE D-6 
BLACK MOUNTAIN WSA 
There are 2 decreed water rights on 3 known sources within the WSA. 
Decreed Water Right 
Name of Source Location Case Number Amount Owner 
145-05 TIN R96W Sec 3 NWNE 85CW468 0.005 cfs USA 
Pot Well TIN R96W Sec 23 SESE 7270 Private 
145-06 TIN R96W Sec 3 NWNE 
TABLE D-7 
WINDY GULCH WSA 
There are 3 decreed water rights on 3 known sources within the WSA. 
Decreed Water Right 
Name of Source Location Case Number Amount Owner 
Hausser Springs #2 &3 T2N R9SW Sec 19 NENE W1669-72 0.0100 cfs Private 
Hausser Spring #1 T2N R9SW Sec 20 NWNW W1669-72 0.0100 cfs Private 
123-14 T2N R9SW Sec 6 Lot 3 NENW 85CW372 0.10 cfs USA 
EXISTING WATER 
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TABLE D-8 
OIL SPRING MOUNTAIN WSA 
There are 7 decreed water rights on 10 known sources within the WSA. 
Decreed Water Right 

Name of Source Location Case Number Amount Owner 
Red Cedar Spring #1 T4S R102W Sec 19 NWNE W1545-72 0.004 cfs Private 
180-01 T4S R103W Sec 12 NWNW AR72 
Buck Spring T4S R102W Sec 7 SESE AR72 0.002 cfs USA 
180-03 T4S R102W Sec 18 SWNE 
180-20 T4S R102W Sec 18 NESE 
180-24 T4S R102W Sec 18 SENW 
177-08 T3S R103W Sec 11 NWSE AR72 0.002 cfs USA 
Big Cedar Spring #1 T3S R102W Sec 29 SENE W1546-76 0.002 cfs Private 
176-06 T3S R102W Sec 29 NESE 85CW391 0.02 cfs USA 
176-20 T3S R102W Sec 29 NESE 85CW391 0.01 cfs USA 

TABLE D-9 

WEST COLD SPRINGS WSA 


There are 26 decreed water rights held on 25 sources within the WSA. One source is decreed to both the BLM and a private owner with the 
BLM holding the junior rights. 


There is no listing of water rights in Utah. 











Decreed Water Right 
Name of Source Location Case Number Amount Owner 
Lower Honeymoon Spring T11N R104W Sec 12 NENE 83CW77 0.0330 cfs Private 
Watercress Spring T11N R103W Sec 27 NWNE 84CW169, 85CW163 0.050 cfs USA 
Dickinson B.P. Spring #4 T10N R103W Sec 2 NWNE 82CW49 0.011 cfs Private 
(wildlife spring) 83CW0l 0.001 cfs USA 
Dickinson B.P. Spring #5 T11N R103W Sec 27 NESE 82CW49 0.033 cfs Private 
Dickinson B.P. Spring #6 T11N R103W Sec 27 NWSE 82CW49, 87CW111 0.011 cfs Private 
Nettle Spring T11N R103W Sec 27 NESE 84CW167, 8SCW162 0.020 cfs USA 
Spitzie Spring T11N R103W Sec 27 NESE 84CW168, 85CW164 0.010 cfs USA 
Leonard Spring T11N R103W Sec 26 NWSW W436-73 0.027 cfs Private 
Wimonuntici Spring T11N R103W Sec 35 NENW 82CW163 0.060 cfs USA 
Browns Park Wildlife Spring 1A | T11N R103W Sec 36 SESE WS92-74 0.025 cfs DOW 
Lee Spring T11N R103W Sec 35 NWNE W436-73 0.089 cfs Private 
Calloway Spring T10N R103W Sec 1 NENW 82CW188 0.030 cfs USA 
Calloway Spring P.L. T10N R103W Sec 1 NENW 18A 0.025 cfs DOW 
Calloway Spring Ditch T10N R103W Sec 1 NENW 18 3.475 cfs DOW 
BLM Spring 001-08 T11N R104W Sec 12 NWNE 84CW171 0.001 cfs USA 
BLM Spring 001-09 #1 T11N R104W Sec 12 NWNE 84CW170 0.001 cfs USA 
BLM Spring 001-09 #2 T11N R104W Sec 24 NESW 87CWS0 0.005 cfs USA 
BLM Spring 001-10 T11N R104W Sec 24 NESW 87CWS5S0 0.005 cfs USA 
BLM Spring 001-11 T11N R104W Sec 24 NWNW 87CWS1 0.020 cfs USA 
BLM Spring 001-12 T11N R104W Sec 24 NWNW 87CWS1 0.020 cfs USA 
BLM Spring 001-21 T11N R103W Sec 7 SWNE 86CW88 0.010 cfs USA 
BLM Spring 001-31 T11N R104W Sec 12 NENE 86CW87 0.010 cfs USA 
BLM Spring 001-32 T11N R104W Sec 12 NENE 87CWS2 0.005 cfs USA 
BLM Spring 001-33 T11N R104W Sec 12 NWNE 86CW87 0.010 cfs USA 
BLM Spring 002-58 T11N R103W Sec 22 SESE 86CW63 0.005 cfs USA 
EXISTING WATER 
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TABLE D-10 


WEST COLD SPRINGS WSA 


continued 


In addition to the above water rights, several others are held on sources within the Boundary Adjustment Alternative. 











Decreed Water Right 

Name of Source Location Case Number Amount Owner 
Perennial Mud Spring T11N R103W Sec 5 SWSW 83CW217 0.001 cfs USA 
Isom Dart Spring T11N R103W Sec 5 SESE 83CW188 0.030 cfs USA 
BLM Spring 001-23 T11N R103W Sec 8 NWNW 83CW89 0.010 cfs USA 
West Morales Spring T11N R103W Sec 17 NWNW W802-75 0.006 cfs Private 
West End Spring T11N R103W Sec 8 NWSE W806-75 0.011 cfs Private 

82CW188 0.030 cfs USA 

TABLE D-11 
DIAMOND BREAKS WSA 


There are 22 decreed water rights held on 17 sources within the WSA. Four of the sources are decreed to both the BLM and private interests, 


with the BLM holding the junior rights on 3 of them and senior rights on 1 source. There is no listing of any water rights in Utah. 








Decreed Water Right 

Name of Source Location Case Number Amount Owner 

Three J Spring T8N R103W Sec 9 NWNW W901-75 0.022 cfs Private 
(offield spring) 82CW188 0.030 cfs USA 

Chokecherry Spring B.P. T1i0N R103W Sec 31 SWNE 82CW49 0.022 cfs Private 
(Uintah View Spring) 82CW124 0.002 cfs USA 
Weed Spring T10N R104W Sec 36 SWNW 83CW231 0.010 cfs USA 
Marshall Spring TIN R104W Sec 1 NWNW 82CW188 0.030 cfs USA 

Chokecherry Spring T8N R102W Sec 31 SWNW W427-73 0.018 cfs Private 

Yellow Jacket Spring T10N R103W Sec 32 NENE 82CW49, 87CW111 0.022 cfs Private 
83CW01 0.021 cfs USA 
Hoy Spring TON R103W Sec 11 SENW 82CW123 0.0002 cfs USA 
82CW188 0.030 cfs USA 

82CW49, 87CW111 0.002 cfs Private 
Hoy Flat Water Dev. P.L. TIN R103W Sec 16 NWNE 82CW199 0.0045 cfs USA 
Jullian Spring TON R103W Sec 17 SENE 82CW199 0.0023 cfs USA 

William Karren P.L. T8N R103W Sec 5 SESE 29 0.0111 cfs Private 

Miles Spring T8N R103W Sec 8 NWNE W716-74 0.0022 cfs Private 
BLM Spring 040-10 T8N R103W Sec 10 SENW 86CW82 0.001 cfs USA 
BLM Spring 040-10B T8N R103W Sec 10 SENW 87CW70 0.005 cfs USA 
BLM Spring 040-11 T8N R103W Sec 11 SWNW 86CW83 0.005 cfs USA 
BLM Spring 040-24 T8N R103W Sec 10 SENW 87CW70 0.005 cfs USA 
BLM Spring 040-25 T8N R103W Sec 10 SENW 87CW70 0.005 cfs USA 
BLM Spring 040-26 T8N R103W Sec 10 SWNW 87CW70 0.005 cfs USA 
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TABLE D-12 
CROSS MOUNTAIN WSA 


There are 13 decreed water rights held on water sources within the WSA. In addition to these decreed rights, 2 rights are decreed on sources lo- 
cated within the boundaries of the Boundary Adjustment Alternative. 
One source within Boundary Adjustment Alternative is decreed to both the BLM and a private owner, with the BLM holding junior rights. 








Decreed Water Right 
Name of Source Location Case Number Amount Owner 
Bluebird Spring T7N R98W Sec 35 NWSE 84CW114 0.020 cfs USA 
Parks Spring T6N R98W Sec 15 SESW 82CW188 0.030 cfs USA 
Cross Mountain Reservoir T6N R98W Sec 23 NWSW W772-74, 8SCW107 142,000 af CRWCD* 
79CW194, 8SCW107 66,000 af CRWCD* 
81CW26S5, 86CW22 = 125,500 af CRWCD* 
Cross Mountain Pen Stock & PP T6N R98W Sec 23 NWSW W792-7S, 8SCW107 2,200 cfs CRWCD* 
79CW196, 85CW107 3,100 cfs CRWCD* 
Bend Spring T6N R98W Sec 14 NWSE 84CW112 0.020 cfs USA 
Kyser Spring T6N R98W Sec 14 NWSE 82CW188 0.030 cfs USA 
Bighorn Spring T6N R98W Sec 14 SENE 84CW112 0.010 cfs USA 
Riverside Spring T6N R98W Sec 13 NESW 84CW112 0.010 cfs USA 
Cross Mountain Spring T6N R98W Sec 13 SENW 84CW112 0.030 cfs USA 
Hay Spring TIN R98W Sec 35 SWNE 84CW114 0.030 cfs USA 
Ponderosa Spring T6N R98W Sec 1 SENW 83CW209 0.007 cfs USA 
Hidden Cave Spring T6N R98W Sec 1 SENW 83CW209 0.003 cfs USA 
Sheetrock Spring T6N R98W Sec 1 SWNW 83CW210 0.007 cfs USA 
B i 4 diust t Alt ti 
Yellow Sand Spring T6N R98W Sec 4 NWNW 84CW111 0.010 cfs USA 
Little Sheridan Spring T7N R98W Sec 36 SESW 8SCW175 0.022 cfs Private 
(BLM Spring 070-29) 8SCW72 0.007 cfs USA 





CRWCD = Colorado River Water Conservation District 


TABLE D-13 
ANT HILLS WSA 


There are S decreed water rights held on 4 water sources within the WSA. Three of the sources are located on the eastern boundary of the 
WSA in Big Joe Draw. The fourth source has been decreed to both the BLM and to a private owner, with the BLM holding the junior rights. 








Decreed Water Right 
Name of Source Location Case Number Amount Owner 
Big Joe Check Dam #1 T7N R102W Sec 16 SWNE 85CW32 0.50 af USA 
Upper Big Joe Reservoir T7N R102W Sec 16 SWNE 84CW183 0.25 af Private 
Lower Big Joe Reservoir T7N R102W Sec 21 SESE 84CW183 0.25 af Private 
Burnt Gulch Spring T7N R102W Sec 8 SWSW 84CW184 0.033 cfs Private 
(BLM Spring 075-01) 86CW34 0.020 cfs USA 
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TABLE D-14 
CHEW WINTER CAMP WSA 


Four decreed water rights are held on 3 water sources within the WSA. One of the sources is located ion the eastern boundary of the WSA. 
Another source, Central Park Reservoir is decreed to both the BLM and to a private interest, with the BLM holding the junior rights. Specific 
water right information is listed below. 

















Decreed Water Right 
Name of Source Locatio Case Number Amount Owner 
BLM Spring 074-21 T7N R102W Sec 26 NWNW 86CW31 0.010 cfs USA 
Chew Spring T7N R102W Sec 25 SWNE 84CW184 0.033 cfs Private 
Central Park Reservoir T7N R102W Sec 23 SESW ? 1.50 af Private 
(Big Joe Check Dam #3) 85CW30 1.00 af USA 
TABLE D-15 
PETERSON DRAW WSA 
Private interests hold all the water rights to sources within the WSA, which consist of a spring and a reservoir. 
Decreed Water Right 
Name of Source Location Case Number Amount Owner 
Buck Draw Spring T7N R101W Sec 15 NWNW 82CW103 0.0018 cfs Private 
82CW164 0.0330 cfs Private 
Buck Draw Reservoir T7N R101W Sec 15 NWNW 83CW237 0.05 af Private 





No water rights have been decreed within the WSA. 


Zz 


OTE: 

cfs - cubic feet per second 

af - acre feet 

CDOW - Colorado Division of Wildlife 
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